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PRFFACE

This book is the second in a series of morngraphs document-
ing the Youth in Transition project. Youtn in Transition is a longi-
tudinal study of high school uge boys, conducted by the Survey Re-
search Center* under the primary sponsorship of the United States
Office of Education.** The study is, in the broadest sense, an
exploration of the effects of soctal envionments on adolescent hoys,
with special emphasis on the impact of schoo! and work envirou-
ments,

The present volume deals 7ith family background factors and
abilities as they relale to a2 variely of personality characteristics,
behavioi's, and plans for the future. Early in the planning phases
of the project we ay.eed that our first major analysis effort should
deal with thz effects of tamily hackground because of our substan-
tive interest in this area, and Lecacse an understarding of family
backgrcund effects 1s a prerequisite te <onducting longitudinal an-
alyses of other factors affecting adolescent bays.

Another more pragmatic reasocn for giving early attention to
family backgremnd was the opporiunity to draw some fairly firm
conclusions prior to the availability of longitudinal data.’** Jiven
our extensive analysls plans for the project as 2 whole, we wanted
to cornplete this first phase as soon as possible. Accordingly, we
decided that this analysis would be limited to the base-line data
collected from our initial sample of about 2200 tenth-grade boys
in U.S. public high schools. In e{fect, we planned to conduct this
family background study as if our project were cross-sectional
rather than longitudinal.

But things did not work out entirely according ‘o plan. Pre-
paring the monograph took longer than anticipated, partly because
we were simultaneously conducting follo - -up data collections. The

*Survey Reseavch Center is one of three divisions of the Institute
for Social Research of The University of Michigan; the other two centers
are: Regearch Center for Group Dynamics and Center for Research on
Utilization of Sclentific Knowledge,

*+Additional support for sume phasea of the resea~ch has been pro-
vided by the United States Dvpartment of Labor and the United States De-
partment of Defense.

***For example, if one finds that educational aspirations are corre-
lated with family socloeconomic level, he can assume that family back-
ground influeaces aspirations rather than the revevse.

iii
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writing of th's volume was not completed before some follow-up
data were ready for preliminary analysis. This presented an op-
portunily to look at the cross-time stabiiity of the relationships
we had been studying. Adding the brief section on longitudinal
findings meant more delay. So, this volume appears abcut a year
later than we first expected; but it contains a bit of longitudinal
data—perhaps just enough to whet the appetite.

We have tried to deal with a large number of dimensions in
this volume. Even after vigorous pruning, eight or nine predictor
variables remain, and they are related to more thian twenty-five
criterion dimensions (dependent varizbles). This has limited our
ability to explore particular dimensions and relatioaships intensively.
For example, instead of a detailed replication of the celf-esteem
findings of Ros2nberg and Coopersmith, we had to content our-
selves with a few comparisons between our {indings and theiss.

In short, there is a degree of open-endedness in some of
what follows. But tentativeness is always a part of the research
process; it is merely exaggerated in a Jongitudinal study, wien the
suggestions for future research are directed most immediately at
one's self ard one's co-workers, So the reader at times may
share our frustration at seeing an interesting line of inquiry that
has not been pursued all the way to its canclusion in this volume,
Yet, there is good basis for hope thai the matter will be studied
further in a subsequent volume in this series.*

Guidelines for Using this Book

The organization of chapters in this monograph can be suin-
marized very briefly. Chapter ( presents an overview of the re-
search design, sample and procedures. Chapter 2 defines {opera-
tionally) eight major family background dimensions; Chapter 3 pre-
sents the interrelations among them; and Chapter 4 relates them
to int1ligence and other ability dimensions. Chapters & through 10
present a seric3 of analyses in which the eight family background
dimensions plus intelligence are related to a large number of cri-
terion dimensions, Finally, Chapter 11 summarizes the findings by
taking each predictor dimension in turn and tcoking at its effects
on the whole range of criteria.

This arrangement of findings permits the rclective reader to
focus on only the subset of dimensions of interest to him, using the
table of contents or the index as a guide. Some readers may wish
to begin with the 'ast chapter, since it summarizes the findings of

*Some topics for future volumes are noteg on page 214 of this vol-
ume; work on several of them is underway.

4
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the whole volume (although those who expect to read the whole
monograph would Jo better to save the final chapter for the end).

The present analyses of family background effects represent
only one part of the larger Youth in Transition project. While
this volume is designed to stand alone, the reader who wishes to
view i in the context of the total research effort will find it use-
ful tc refer to Volume I in this series, Blueprint for a Longitudi -
nal Siudy of Adolescent Boys. The blueprint includes a description
of the major research objectives in the project along with an ex-
*ensive treatment of scmpling and data collection procedures. Blue-
prints have a way of Yr:ing mocdified once the actual work is under-
way, however, and ours is no exception. Thus we must take the
naxt few moments to update the design outlined in our first volume.

Updated Study Design®

The first 2nd secoand data coliections were carried ont ac-
cording to the original schedule: Fall of 1856 and Spring of 1868.
The plan called for a reduciion in panel size for the second data
collection. As the time for that data collection approached, how-
ever, we came to feel more and more that the advanlages of keep-
ing a complete cross-section were worth the moderate additional
cost; fortunately, our sponsors agreed. A total of 1886 respond-
ents in our "probability sample' participated in the second data
collection in Spring of 1868; this represents 85.2 percent of the
2213 who fook part in the first data collection, ancl 82.8 percent of
the initial semple who had been Invited to participate at the start
of the study.

A third data collection, not part of oi'r original design, was
carried out in the Spring of 1969. This extia data collection was
limited to self-administered questionnaires which the young men
filled out in small groups. Its purpose was to obtain information
from our subjects just before mos* of them made the transition
out of high school and into Some other major environment. A
total of 1799 respondents in the probability sample participated in
the third data collection, representing 81,3 percent of the original
participants and 79.0 percent ¢l the {nitial sample.

A fourth data collection is now scheduled to take place in
Spring and early Summer of 1970, nearly a year ajter most young
men have left high school, (This corresponds t> 'vhat was origl-
nally planned to be the third and final data collection; the chief
difference is that it will occur aboui six months later than first
plarned.)

*This section is adapted from the 'Preface to Secord Printing—Aug-
ust, 1969" of Volume L
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The collection of information from school personnel was car-
ried out according to schedule in Spring of 1368. All 87 schools
in our original sample agreed tc provide organizational information.
We obtained questionnaire data from 100 percent of the principals,
99 percent of the heads of counseling, 87 percent of all counselors,
and 70 percent of the sumple of teachers. We thus have a wealth
of dat: on school environments to relate to the experiences of the
youns; men in oar panel,

In summary, the past se 'eral years have seen the accomplish-
ment of much that wes outilned in our 1967 blueprint. Some changes
have been mada, but these were changes in proceduie rather than
in basic purpose, The rate of contiauing particination has been
most gratifying. It reflects the Ingenuity and perserverance of
many Suarvey Research Center intervinwers and the Field Office
staff; but even more, it indicates the interest and enthusiasm of
the young mer and school personne! who have been exceedingly
generous in coniributing the data for this project, Experiences of
this sort have made it easier for us to accept the delay of grati-
fication that a longiwudinal study necessartly entafls.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

Family background is a powerful force—~or, more accurately,
a cluster of powerful forces—shaping an individual's capacities
and accomplishments throughout his lifetime. The educational and
occupational attainments of parents, the physical resources of the
home, the personal relationships between parents and children—
these fi .tors and many more are what we mean by family back-
ground. The impact of this backgrour ! is visible early in the life
of a child; his intelligence and ability to perform in school are in
part predictable from knowledge of his background. Later, in
adolescc.ice, his educational and occupational aspirations are pre-
dictable in part from the attainments of his parents. Still later,
his own attainments reflect quite clearly the stamp 2f his family
background. Not only are his attainments influenced by family
background; his values, attitudes, and mental health are all subject
to the pervasive and continuing effects of the family.

As researchers interested in the impact of social environ-
ments, we tend sometimes to think of tre family environment as
the primary determinant of the effects mentioned above. But many
factors that cause different family environments ave also impli-
cated in different genefic endowments. Thus we are dealing with
both nature and nurture—and the two are closely intertwined in
each individual's family background. In our examination of the
impact of family background we have not tried to extricate heredity
from upbringing. Efforts to separate these effects may be of great
importance and potential value, but they are beyond the scope of
the data for this monograph. Thus we will have to remind our-
selvee from time to time that a child's inheritance is both bio-
logical and social and that such backgro.nd factors as parents'
educatic 12} attainment are likely to involve both aspects of that
inheritance.

The Description of Fomily Background ond Its Impact

in this monograph we will describe some major dimensions
of family background for a nztionwide sample of adolescent boys—
participants in the first stage of a continuing research project

16(1




O

ERIC

PR A v Text Provided by ERIC

2 YOUTH IN TRANSITION

entitled Youth in Transition. These background dirrensions include
the occupational and educational attaintnents of parents, the nature
of interperscnal relationships between a son and his parents, and
fzmily patterns of religious and political preference. In addition,
because of its pervasive importance in our present society, we
have decided that our set of family background characteristics
spould include race.

We will begin by noting how our sample is distributed along
each dimension. Next we will consider the ways in which these
dimensions are interrelated. Finally, we will devote the bulk of
this monograyrh to exploring relationships between background fac-
tors and a variety of "criterion" dimensions of central interest in
our study. Such criterion dimensions include:

(a) aptitudes and abilities, as measured by standardized
tests;

(b) affective slates, such as general happiness, anxiety,
depression, guilt, and satisfaction with life;

(c) aspects of the self-concept, including self-esteem and
perceptions of abilities;

{d} wvalues and attitudes, such as social responsibility, at-
titudes toward jobs, and the perception that one can control his
own destiny; and

(e) plans and behaviors, particularly those involving educa-
tion and occupation.

Why Study Family Backgiy :nd as o Part of the Youth
in Transition Projeci?

The Youth in Transition project is a longituldinal study of
edolescent boys. Its primary purpose is to study changes that
occur in young men as a result of their social environments,
especizily high school and work.l The relevance of family back-
ground to this central purpose is apparent at several levels.

A knowledge of the impact of family background provides a
useful context within which to pursue our other resgearch aims.
In a very real sense, this background constitutes the f{irst reality
for the individual; long be“rre the school and the world of work
have their opportunities to influence his development, the family
has played a crucial role. If we want to understand how individuals
are changed by tlieir school and work e :periences, it is essential
to know som2thing about how they hay already been shaped by
their family background. At the very least, we must be able to

JIFor an extended discussion of these purposes see Bachman et al,,
(196%), chapter 2,
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INTRODUCTION 3

control for family background factors in our later analyses of the
impacts of school and job.

But we want to do more than just control family background
in a statistical sense. We want to know the size and importance
of these background effects in order to have a context within which
to assess the importance of other factors we will be examining.
For example, we might find that there are some gentine "school
effects” on a boy's college acpirations but it is also possible that
such effects will be greatly overshadowed by the influence of family
background. An awareness of family background effects should
give us a much clearer perspective as we approach our basic aira
of understanding the impact of contemporary social environments.

Finally, apart from its contrioutio. to our larger research
aims, we consider the study of backgro-nd factors to be interesting
and important in its own right. Our sample and measures were
not designed primarily fcr the study of background effects, and at
times this will limit our conclusions. Nevertheless, we think that
the initial work provides data worth analyzing and findings worth
reporting now, while the rest of the longitudinal study is still in
progress.

Research Design

The research design for the study of Youth in Transition
is described extensively in the first volume of this monograph
series (Bachman, et al., 1967, chapter 3). In brief, the design is
centered around a nationally representative panel of over two thou-
sand adolescent boys who have agreed to be surveyed repeatedly
at intervals of a year or more. The study began in the fall in
1986, whenr the subje~ts had just entered tenth grade; additional
data collections have been carried out {n the spring of 1968 (tha end
of elcventh grade for most of the boys), and in the spring of 1969
(just before most were graduated). Another survey of the panel is
planned for the spring of 1970 The panel members, at the time
of the iritial survey, were clustered in 87 schnols throughout the
United States3 Additional data concerning schoo! environments
have been obtained from principals, counselors, and samples of
teachers in each of " 2 participating schools. This information

“2This sequence of data collections represenis an impruvement over
that projected in our first volume. The Preface provides further infor-
mation on this revision.

3A small eldditional penel, located 1o & limited aumber of "'discre-
tionary" schools, {s also being studied; however,dats from this supple-
mentary panel are not reported in the present monogruph.

18
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4 YOUTH IN TRANSITION

will be of great value in longitudinal analyses focusing on school
effects.

The overall research design is longitudinal, but the first
collection of data in such a design can of course be treated as a
cross-section survey. It is this cross-section of tenth-grade boys
that provided the data for the present report of background factor.:
and their impact.

Sample. The sample consists of 2213 tenth-grade boys. lo-
cated in 87 public high schools. The schools and boys were se-
lected through a multi-stage sampling design in such a way that
the probability of & school's selection was proportionate to its size
{i.e., the estimated number of tenth-grade boys}, and roughly equal
numbers of boys (about 25) were selected from :ich school. The
net effect of this design is to provide an essentially bias-free
representation of tenth-grade boys in public high szhools through-
out the United States (see Bachman, et al., 1967, pp. 21-24).

Response rates must be coneldered at two levels. A total
of 88 schools were originally invit.d to participatz in the study;
an affirmative response was obtained from 71, and replacement
schools in the same sample areas were secured for all but one of
the remaining schools. In the resulting 87 participating schools,
22717 boys were invited to participite in the study. A total of
2213 (over 97 percent) agreed to participate and provided essen-
tially complete data.

The high response rate among boys in our sample avoided
to a very large degree one potential source of bias, non-response.
However, another source of bias remained in the group of 2213
boys. In some cases it was not possible to obtain a sufficiently
large sample to represent a school properly; for example, it would
be impossible to abtain a sample of 25 boys in a small rural
school having only 16 tenth-grade boys. This protlem has been
treated in detail elsewhere (Backman et al., 1967, pp. 126-127);
our solution hus been to use weighting to correct for these kinds
of biases in our sample. The prccedure consisted of giving doable
weight to 299 of our respondents and triple weight to one respond-
ent, Accordingly, in the tables to follow we will show a total of
2514 responses based on a sample of 2213 respondents,

It would be misleadiv;, of vourse, to view our findings as
having the same degree of statistical precision as ones derived
from a strictly random sample of 2213 respondents. The fact that
our data are based on a clustered sampling design, and one in-
volving some degree of weighting, necessarily means that our sam-
pling errors will be larger than those involved in a random sample
of cqual size, Appendix A presents data and discussion concerning
sampling errors in this monograph.

19:
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On the whole, our sample can be fairly descrited as a cross-
section of tenth-grade boys in United States public schools as of
the fall of 1966. Its size is adequate for our major purposes,
even though clustering by schools leads to larger sampling erro:s
than would occur in an unclustered sampte.

The limitations of the sample become more severe when we
analyze subscts of the sample—particularly subsets aifected by the
school clustering. The most serious provlem of tlis sort involves
the black subset of our sample. While the numbe. of black students
in our sample (256—about 11% of the totai) is fairly consistent
with census data, the majority of these cases is located in only
a handful of all-black schools. 'this is no doubt consistent with

reality—most blacks do attend segregated schools. But given our

sampling methods this means that our data on blacks are drawn
from just a few clusters, and are thus subject to a great deal ore
sampling ercor than is true for our white respondents. While,
as will be argued later, this does not mean that we can simply
ignore race as a background variable, it does mean that our rea-
sonably good national cross-section of all tenth-grade boys is not
nearly as go.d a sample of black tenth graders. Accordingly,
our findings concerning race as a background factor will have to
be carefully qualified.

Data Collection Procedures. The data coliection procedures,
including copies of the instruments, are detailed in the first volume
of this series; an excerpt is sufficient for our present purposes
(Bachman, et al., 1967, p. 25).

Time I: October-Novembter 1966. This initial dala collection
involved a personal iInlerview and a battery of group-administered
tests and questionnaires. .. . Interviews lasted an average of just
over two hours. The interviewing was carried out in the schools
during school hours, by the Survey Research Center's staff of trained
interviewers. One or two interviewels were assigned to each school.

After all interviewing had been completed in a school, the par-
ticipants as a group spent a morning or afternoon during school hours
to complete the tests and questionnaires. These group sessions
were conducted by the interviewers, following standardized instruc-
tions.

Some Non.Statistical Noles on Statistical Procedures

Although this monograph includes much statistical dat: it is
designed to be read by non-statisticians. We have tried to present
findings in forms that will be meaningful to those with limited
statistical tralning. This does not mean that we have avoided
complex or sophisticated analytic procedures; rather, it means
that wve have tried to explain the results of such procedures in

8011_{
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relatively non-technical terms. With this approach in mind, let
us consider a few of the conventions that will be followed in re-
porting data.

Statislical Significance. 1t is importani in survey research,
as in other research methods, to distingnish between haphazard
and systernatic variation in any set of data. Tests of statistical
significance represent one of the bases for making such distinctions
(Winch 2ud Campbell, 1969). However, it is aifficult to arrive at
significance levels based on a multi-stage clustered sample, and
the problem becomes still more complex when we use multivariate
analysis procedures. Accordingly, if will not be our practice lo
declare certain velationships "statistically sigrnificant.’* This does
not mean that many of the relationships discussed in this mono-
graph are not statistically trustworthy. On the contrary, given
the size of our sample, virtually all of the relationships we in-
terpret as subsfantively significant would easily mcet conventional
criteria of statistical significance. We deal with issues of sam-
pling error, confidence intecvals, and statistical significance in
Appendix A.

Substantire Significance . Substantive significance is in large
measure a matter of judgment. An author's judgment of substan-
tive importance is reflected in the findings he chooses to present.
Ideally, however, these findings are presented in forms that permit
the readsr to make his own judgments about their substantive
siguificance. In this monograph we have adopted several practices
designed to accomplish this purpos:. Most important, we report
overall relationships in terms o! strength of association or amount
of variance explained; and when we contrast subgroups, we consider
the extent to which they overlap as well as differ. The effect of
this form of reporting may be to make some findings less dra-
matic, but hopefully more realistic. Another practice involves
presenting more data than we can discuss, so that when a reader
wishes to examine a set of findings closely he is able to do so.
Much of this extra information has 2en placed in appendices, al-
though gome also appears in tables and figures within chapters.
In either case, it is assumed that most readers will need and use
muc.. less than the total amount of statistical data provided.

Eta Versus Product-Moment Carrelation. 1'wo measures of
correlation are used extensively in this monograph; a few distinc-
tions between them are i1oted here. The product-monient corre-
lation, or Pearson's ». is a widely used measure of the linear
association between two continuous variables. The product-mo-
ment correlation can range from 1,00 (indicating a perfect positive
relatioiiship), through zero (indicating no association), to -1.00
(indicating a perfect {nverse relationship).

21
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Another measure of association is Eta, the correlation ratio.
For readers who are unfamiliar with this statistic, it may be
helpful to note that Eta is analogous in some ways to », and to a
degree it can be interpreted similarly. The most important aif-
ferences are (a) Eta can be used with categorical variables, thus
making it particularly appropriate for such predictors as race or
religion; (b) it is not restricted to linear relationships. Another
difference between Eta and r is trivial but potentially confusing:
Eta has a range from zero to 1,00; it never takes a negative
vaiue when describing a relationship. In general, the absolute
values of Eta and r are practically identical, when applied to
interval or ratio scale data, whenever the association between
predictor and criterion turns out to be linear; when the association
is non-linear, Eta is larger than +, This means that Eta is better
suited for many exploratory analyses, because of its ability to
detect linear and non-linear associations equally well. Another
advantage of Eta is that it works for a wider range of predictors,
since any continuous variable can be made categorical but many
categorical variables cannot be treated as continaous (Nunnally,
1967). For these reasons, we use Eta almost exclusively in ve-
porting corvelations belween family background predictors and
criterion dimensions.

There are occasions when it is more converient to report »
than Eta. In most cases, categorical verslons of criterion di-
mensions were not developed, thus making it much more convenient
to compute r. Moreover, in locking at relations among criteria
we are willing to restirict our attention to linear association. Ac-
cordingly, we use r in those instances when we examine corvela-
tions among criteria.

Summory

An examination of family background is the starting-point
for the analysis of data from the Youth in Transition project. It
will provide a context for nany subsequent analyses, and is itself
the first use cf the cross-sectional data that form the base-line
of our longitudinal study of adolescent boys.

The sample consists of 2213 tenth-grade boys located in 87
public high schools throughout the United States. Data for the
study were collected in the schools through the use of personal
interviews and group-administered tests and questionnaires.

Two cautions are important at the siart of this study. One
has to du with the limitatious of our sample in describing specific
subgroups, particularly blacks. The seccnd concerns the joint
operation of nature and nurture that is present in these background
effects.
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DIMENSIONS OF FAMILY
BACKGROUND

Any attempt to select and define the major dimensions of
family background is almost certain to be incomplete and arbitrary.
The present effort is surely no excepticn. What follows in this
chapter is a listing of some important family background char-
acteristics, and a description of our operational definitions of
them. We make no claim that the list is complete, and we freely
admit that some richness of detail has been sacrificed in the in-
terest of keepirg the list relatively short. Nevertheless, it is our
hope that the dimensions outlined below capture much of what is
important—and measu.able—in the family background of adolescent
boys.1

Sociocconomic Level

One of the most important aspects of family background is
socioecoromic level. Social scientists are more agreed about its
importance, however, than lhey are about its meaning. On one
hand, sociologists wilii a major interest in social stra‘ification
think in tetms of rather discrete social classes existing in any
community. Opinions differ somewhat about the number of such
class levels and the primary bases for clacs distinctions; but
there is a common dominant interest In status »r prestige, and
factors such as education, income, and occupation are viewed as
determinants of social status. On the other hand, many inves-
tigators whose primary iotercsts lie elsewhere are content to view
e.ucation, income, and the like simply as dimensions to be used
(more or less interchangeably) for "controlling on socioeconomic
status."

Our own approach dif..rs somewhat from both of these. Our
interest In socioeconomic level goes beyond a need for analytic

10ur list of family background dimensions overlaps considerably with
thoee used in Project TALENT (Flanagan, et al.,, 1964), axd includes vir-
tually all the "studeat background factors" treated in the Coleman report

{Colemen, et al., 1966),
of o
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control; we #ind it interesting in itseif. Our interest is not, how-
ever, focused primarily on stratification by status or prestige.
We consider that a number of intercorreiated factors in a family—
such as parents’' educational and occupational levels, income, and
the possession of certain goods (e.g., books, typewriters, cam-
eras)--are all determinants of whether a home is 2 rich environ-
ment for learning, an environment in which education and achieve-
ment uro likely to be encouraged. It happens that some of these
same factors reflect parental abilities and aptitudes (e.g., intel-
ligence), and are thus likely to be related to the genetic endow-
ment of children, For both of thcse reasons, we find it extremely
important to include socioeconomic level among our measures of
family background.

Given an interest in the academic, occupationial, and social
accomplishments of parents, and given several measures of these
factors, we had to decide whether to analyze them separately or
combine them into a single nieasure of socioeccnomic level. We
preferred the latter alternative for two reasons. From 2 theoret-
ical standpoint, the considerable overlap among the various as-
pects of sociceconomic level would have made it very difficuli ‘o
attribute the variance in some criterion to one particular aspect
of socioeconomic level. Moreover, the use of a ringle socio-
economic index greatly simpiifies our apalysis.

Use of a composite measure of socioeconomic level is jus-
titiable to the extent that (a) its components are strongly inter-
correlated and (b) it captures most of the predictive power that
the c>mponents would have if they were permitted to operate sep-
arately. After all, it is quite possible that cne combination of
socioeconomic characteristics will relate best to one criterion,
whereas a different set is optimal for predicting to another cri-
terion. One of our first analysis efiorts was to determine whether
this would be a serious problem in our study. A description of
the analysis strategy and the results is presented in Ap,endix B.
The findings cleatly indicate that for our purposes a single com-
posite measure of socloeconomic level is quite appropriate.

A Composite Measure of Sociceconnomic Level. The develop-
ment of the composite measure {s also documented in Appendix
B, along with procedures for calculating the summary score. The
discussion below outlines the six ingredients of that measure, and
describes the sample in terms of these ingredients.

The following ingredients, weighted equally, are the basis
for our measure of socloeconomic level (SEL)2:

2We prefer the more neutral #nd {nclusive term "socioeconomic level”
(SELy to the more familiar "socioeconomic status” (SES).
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DIMENSIONS OF FAMILY BACKGROUND 11
1, Father's occupational status.
2, Father's education.
3. Mother's education.
4, Possessions in the home.

5. Number of books in the home.
6. Number of rooms per person in the home.

Fatker's Occupational Status. During tine interview each boy
was asked lo describe his father's occupation. The responses
were coded according to Duncan's socioeconomic index of occu-
pations (Reiss, 1951). For occupations of fathers in our sample,
the mean DPurcan scale value was 38, and the median was 37.
Examples of Duncan values in this general range are retzil sales
workers, postal clerks, plumbers, and machinists.

Parents' Education. Parents' levels of educational attain-
ment, a5 reported by their sons in the interview, a:e summarized
in Table 2-1. As the tahle indicates, the median level of edu-
cation for fatbers and mothers is the same—high school graduation,
More fathers thzn mothers have completed college, but it is also
the case that more fathers failed {o reach high schanl.

TALLE 2-1
PARENTS' ECUCAIICN

aighest Level of Education Fathers Mothers
Lz2se than high gchool 212 132
Some high school 192 192
Coapleted hiph school 302 462
Some college 10X 124
Conpleted cullige 112 71
Misefng dsta b2 4 (1

Possessions in the Home, A list of 19 iterns was presented
in the questionnaire, and each r~cspondent was asked to indicate
which items were in his ilome. The list of items, along with th2
percent of respondents reporting each item as present in his home,
is presented in Table 2-2. The things listed range from very com-
mon objects (radio, television, dictionary) to less frequent pos-
sessions (typewriters, binoculars). A heavy emphasis is placed
on educationally relevant objects fencyclopedia, glote, newsyapers
and magazines).
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A radio . .
A telephone .
A televiitun.
A bicycle

A phonograph.
A Bible . .

A dictionary.

A set of encyclopedias

IO ather books or mere

A family car.
A camera. .
A typ writer.

A dog or rat.

A fish 1. a tank.

A newspaper delivered daily .

A magarfae subscription .

A pair of binoculars,

Hore than 10 phonograph tecosds

A wap or globe of tle world .

MEAN NUMBER OP 1TEXS CHECKED.
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TABLE 2-2
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Percent of Boys
Who Have the Iten
in Their Home
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A respondent's ''score’ along this dim:nsion consisted of the
tetal number of itemas he checked as being present in his home;
the mean score for all respondents wus just over i5 items.3

Number of Books in the Home, A single questionneire itcm
asked a respcndent to check the number of books in his home,
using a six-point scale. The response+ to this item are sum-
marized in Table 2-3. The item was one of several question-
naire items iaken from the Student Information Blank used in Pro-
ject TALENT'rt massive national survey of high school studerts
(Flanagan, et al.. 1954)., Our {requency distribution .or tenth-grade
boys in 1966 js 12arly identical to that reported Ly Flanagan, et
al., fcr their sauple of twelfth-grade maies in 1960.

TABLE 2-3
NUMBER OF BOOKS IN THE HOME

Pere-nt of

Percent of Males Respondents

1o Froject iu Touth in

How many books are fn your home? TALENT® Transftion Project

None, or vcry few (0-20) [4 4
A few books (11-2%) 18 13
Cne bookcase full (26-100) 38 35
T.o bookceses full {101-250) 22 25
Three or four bookcasses full (251-500) 12 15
A room full -- £ 1ibrary (501 or more) 4 5
Missing Data 2

*source: Flansgan, et al., (1964, p. 5-17).

Number of Rwoms per Person in the Home. Two open-ended
questionnalre items adopied from Project TALENT asked a re-
spcndent to write in the number of people living in his home and the
number of rooms in hia home. ("Count all rooms: bedrooms,
bathrooms, kitcher, living room, dining roomn, recreation room, en-
closed porch, etc.'') Abcut half of the respondents reported five
to eight rooms {r their homes, and the other half reported nine
or m:re rooms. Tie medlan number of pecple living at home

dThe list of items Is the first part of the Mathic (1966) "Environ-
mental Participation Index

~
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14 YOUTH IN TRANSITION

was five. A "rooms per person'' ratio was computed for each re-
spondent simply by dividing the total number of rooms by the total
number of persons in the home; the median value was found to be
1.8 rooms per person.”

The Meaning of Socioeconomic Level (SEL}). As we noted
earlier, there is no broad agreement about just what is meant by
the terzas socioeconomic status and socioeconomic level. We have
just examined the dimensions which, weighted equally, provide thke
composite measure of SEL used in the present study. In sum-
mary, the rmeasure consists of one 'part'' father's occupational
status, two ''parts" parents' education, and three "parts'" having
to do with family possessions. While most or all of these in-
gredients undoubtedly have a bearing upon a family's status in
the eyes of the community, they have perhaps even more to do
with the quality of home environmeni available to children. [lo
the extent that this is true, the SEL index is particularly well
suited as 2 measure of one class of family background influences
in our study of adolescent boys.®

Stotus Inconsistency of Parents

In the preceding section we discussed the advantages and
disadvantages of combining several different indicators of socio-
economic level or status. This issue becomes relevant again when
we consider the possible effects of status inconsistency. In a
preliminary exploration of status inconsistency in our study, David-
son presented the issue as foiiows (Davidson, 1968, p. 4-1):

As an additional step in our analyses of the effect of family
background characteristics upon the plans and behaviors of adolescent
boys, we undertook to discover if inconsistencies along some of these
SEL dimensions might s«ffect criterion scores in a manner not in-
dicated by the SEL index score itself. For example, imagine the
families of two boys in our sample; family A consists of a father who
hss completed the eighth grade and a mother who is a college grad-
uate; in family 3, both the mother and father are high school grad-
uatee. The contrbution of parents' education to our SEL index would
Le identical for both familiey; but it is quite conceivable that the
structural differences In these two families produce quite different
effects on the plans and behaviors of the two boys in our sample.

4This "rooms per person” ratio was found to be more effective (see
Appendix B) than a separale treatment of number of rooms and number of
persons.

S0ur index of socioesonomic level corresponds closely with the meas-
ure of "socloeconomic environmert' used in Project TALENT studies (see
Flanagan and Cooley, 1966, Appendix E).
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The kind of inconsistency found In family A is typically called
"ecucational discrepancy." Another type of status inconsistency oc-
curs wwhen a parent has £n occupation that does not seem to "match”
his attained education, For example, a father who Is a college grad-
uste may be employed on an assembly line. This secord type of
inconsistency, called "paternal incongruity,” could also produce meas-
urable effects on the plans and behaviors of boys.

Davidson's conclusion was clearly negative: "As a whole
these anzlyses give little, if any, support to the notion that pa-
iernal incongruence and educational discrepancy are important ex-
planatory variables" (Davidson, 1968, p. 4-12). Additional anal-
yses have confirmed this initial conclusion; for the criterion var-
iables treated in this monogruph, there are virtually no measurahle
eifects related to these dimensions of parental status inconsistency.

Fomily Size ond Ordinal Position

A good deal has been written about the birth-order of chil-
dren and the diiferences between first-born, last-born, and middle-
born children. It thus seemed appropriate in a monograph dealing
with family background efiects that this dimension-ordinal po-
sition—should be examined carefully. Our first approach to this
area was somewhat analogous to our treatment of socioeconomic
level; we set about to find the simplest measure that would cap-
ture most of the effects of ordinal position. One important con-
straint in the development of such a simplified measure war the
requirement that it not be confounded with family size. The prob-
lem can be .tated quite simply: there is nnly one first-born an-
one last-born in avy f-mily of two or more children, but the num-
ber of middle-bor children is directly related to family size.
The solution to the problem is less simple, unless one decides to
ignore the middle-born children. Our first approach was to ex-
amine some effects of ordinal position separately for each level
of family slze. Our expectation was that this rather detailed level
of analysis would provide the basis for formulating a summary
measure of ordinal position. Somewhat tc our surprise, we found
that there was very little relationship between ordinal position and
our criterion dimensions. Further analyses led to the same con-
clusion; birth order does not seem to make a meas: rable difference
in analyses that hold family size comnstant,®

Number of Siblings. The exploratory analyses mentioned
above did not show ordinal position effects; however, in the rocess

6Much of the analytic work on ordinal position was carried out by
Bernard Banet.
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TABLE 2-4
NUMBER OF SIBLINGS

Bow many brothers and sisters iercent
do you have? Respondents
None 6
One 20
Ivo 22
Thrae 19
Four 12
Five 8
Six
f-ven OL moTe 8

of contraliing family size we found that the number of siblings in
a family is related ‘o several criterion dimenslons. Accordingly,
we have includ’.d number of siblings in our list of family back-
ground dim: - »  The distribution of our sample according to
nurrber of : . __. 1is presented in Table 2-4,

8roken Home

It is generally agreed that the most favorable family envircn-
ment i8 one in which both parents are prescnt. Many consider it
a profound disadvantage for & child to iive in 2 familv that is
broken either by death cr by divorce or separation. Given this
widespread view, it seemed essential that intactness of family be
reasured among our background factors.

Eight percent of our respondents reported in the interview
that one or both of cheir nalurai parents were not living; 5 per-
cent said ouly the raother was living, 2 percent reported only the
father living, and 1 percent said neither was living. When the re-
maining 92 percent were asked if they currenily lived with both
of !'meir parents, 79 percent {of the total sample) caid that they
did. Most of the 13 percent rot residing with both living parents
reported divorce or separation as the cause.

A description of all responderts in terms of their living
arrangements is presented in Table 2-5. As would be expected,
many more respondents from broken homes remain with the mother
(13 percent) than with the father (3 percent).

While the classification shown in Table 2-5 is of descriptive
interest, there is little value in treating this full classification as
a set of predictors. For our purposes here it will be useful o
categorize respundents into three major clase:s:
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Intact families (75%)
Families broken by death (8%)
Familijes broken by divorce and similar causes (13%)

Interpersonal Relationships with Parents

The broken hom2 measure, like the other measures that have
been described thus far, is a relatively simple description of an
objective state of affairs—a boy either lives with both parents, or
he does not because of death or cther reasons. This dimension
may have many subtle ramifications, but our measurement of the
fact itself is entirely straightforward. Now we turn to a dif-
ferent level of conceptualization and measurement ag we explore
the interpersonal relationships between tenth-grade boys and their
parents.

We set out to measure several dimensions of f2omily relations
using indexes based on questionnaire items. One index, termed
parental contro', can be disposed of quickly; in preliminary anal-
yses this measure did not show any sort of relationsip (linear or
curvilinear) with criterion dimensions. The four remaining in-
dexes deal with closeness to mother, closeness to father, par=2ntal
consultation with son, and parental punitiveness; these indexes were
moderately intercorrelated in preliminary analyses (absolute
values of r ranged from 28 to .43), and they related in parallel
ways to a number of criterion variables. Given this interrelation-

TABLE 2-5
RESIDENCE OF RESPONDENTS
’ Fercent
Respondect Resides With: Respondents

Natural mother and father 79
Mother and stepfathes
Father and stepmother
Stepmother and stepfather
Kother only
Father only
¥other and other(s)*
Puther snd other(s)*
Other, or missing data

L N R

Sothers 1n this cases 1ra usu L1y meaders of the extended
feaily, such s grendparents.

31y




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

R

L

18 o YOUTH IN TRANSITION

ship, we explered the pissibility of construecting a single general-
purpose measure of family relations. Our rationale and approach
were basically the same in this instance as inthe development of
our measure of SEL~it is a great deal simpler beth theoretically
and analytically if we can use a single dimznsion to capture most
of the predictive power of its saparate ingredients. Our conclu-
sion was that a composite measure would indeed prove useful.
The composite score was computed directly from the gquestion-
naire items, as shown in Table 2-6,

The resulting scale of family relations was computed for
98 percent of all respondents (with the remaining 2 rercent not
avallable due to missing data), The scores were founa to approx-
imate a normal distribution. As an aid to later analyses, a brack-
eted version was developed by dividing the continuum of scoras into
eight categories.

The scale containg 10 items having to do with parental pu-
nitiveness, and 11 items having to do with closeness to parents
and the feeling that parents are reasonable. The scale is thus
fairly evenly balanced between positively-worded and negatively-
worded itrms. The scoring of the negative items was reversed;
accordingly, a high score indicates a predominance of favoravle
items. As we mentioned earlier, the measurement of family re-
lations is much less straightforward than the measurement of other
family background characteristics that have less emotional ia-
volvement for the respondent. The subjective impressions of re-
spondents concerning matters in which they have a very large
emotional stake are awways susnect, There is much room here
for subtle distortion and misinterpretation of response scales, and
al} of this .an occur quit: innocently and unintentiorally. For thesa
reasons, in our subsequent analyses we will find that questions of
validity are focused particularly on the measure of family reln-
tions.

Family Religious snd Political Valves

Among the less tangibie, but potentially {important, aspects
of family life is the ideology that is passed on to children. By
intention or by accident, many values concerning religion and cit-
izenship are passed on from one genzration to another; accordingly,
religious and political preferences are included among our meas-
ures nf family background.

Religious Preference. One questionnaire item, clearly label-
led ""optional,’ asked each respondent to identify his own religious
preference. The next question asked, "How about the rest of your
family? Do tuey have the same church preference?'* The over-
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TABLE 2-6
3 A COMFOSITE MEASURE OF FAMILY RELATIONS

: A total of 21 queationniire ftems, listed below, were used to compute the
% measure of family relations. The total score on this scale coneists of the
3 mean of the szorea for all avaflable {tems, with up to five micsing Jata cases
3 alloved; tn other words, a respondent had to provide answers to at least 16 of
E ihe 21 questions in order for 8 scale score to be computed. The scores for
3 ecch veaponse are indicated In parenthesea; score vslues (ranging from 1 to §)
were sssigned ia such a way as to reduce distortion caused by miceing data.
.
X Answering.' and
; Score Valne (in
! parentheses)
3 CLOSENESS TO FATHER —_—
; When you were growing up, how did you Jeel about how
! much affectica you got from ysur father {or male
guardian)?
. Wanted snd got encugh affection 60 (4)
Waoted slightly rore than I recefved 18 (3)
Wanted more than I received 14 {2)
D{d not want affection from him 5 (1)
How often do you a'x¢ your father (or wale guardian)
do things together thii ycu both enjoy--things like
playing sports, or going to sporting events, or working
on things together?
Several times a veek 1% (5)
ﬁ About once 8 week 29 (%)
Once or twice a mwontn 21 )
L2sa than once & mont): 22 [#3)
How close do you feet to your fatter (or male gusrdisu)?
F Extrently cloae M (5)
Quite close 3 {4)
1 Fairly close 19 3)
Rot very close 8 (2)
How wuch do you want to be like your father (or male
guardian) whea you're an adule?
) Very much like him 26 (5)
3 Somevhat like him 36 ()
3 A little like him 18 (3)
Not very muca like him b | (2)
# Not at all like him ] (1)

'Pucenu;ea do not add to 100 because missing d.ts sre not lf{ete’ in this
table. Missing dats never exceeded 8%, snd ususlly equalled 2% or 3X.
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TABLE 2-6 (CONTINUED) % Answering, and
»

Score Value {in
CLOSENESS TO MOTHER parenthcses)
When you were growing up, how did you feel about
how wuch affection you got from your mother (or
ferale guardian)?

Wanted and got enough affection 72 (%)
. wanted slightly more than I recefved 15 3)
Wanted more than 1 received 7 )
X 014 not waot affection from her 3 (63
! How close do you feel to your mother (or female
] guardian)?
Extremely close 42 {5
| Quite close 37 (3)
| Fairly close 15 3
Not very close 3 Q)

How much do you want to be like the kind of Person
your mother (or female guardian) {s?

Very much 20 (5)
Somewhat 38 %)
A lfttle s (&)}
Not very much 9 Q)
Not at all 4 1)

AMOUNT OF REASONING WITH SON

How much influence do you feel yc have {n family decisions
that affect you?

A great deal of influence 19 (5
Consideradle influence a5 (4,
Moderate influence 26 3
Some influence -4 )
Little or no influance 6 )
Naxt we would like to get some {dea of how ©
often your parents (or guardians) do each « g 8
¢ the following things: [ b 3 |
k3 i l§ 'U‘ ~
d b w Z
Listen to your eide of the argument. . . . . .18 30 32 13 ;]
(5) (Y () (2 Q)
Talk over importart decis’ors with you. . . . .12 32 3§ 14 s
1 5 & (» @ O
Act fair iod reaso.able in what they ask of you. .19 3§ 2

33 9
(5 & @) @ (M

O
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TABLE 2-6 (UONTINUED)
PARENTAL PUNITIVENESS
Next we would like to get some {dea of
how often your parentc {or guardians) ®
do each of the follow/ng things: > ]
; o
, IR
Completely fgnore you after you've done some-
thing vaeng . . + « . . . . . . . 3 9
1) (@)
Act as {f they don't care abou® you any more . 3 6
1) ()
Lisagree with each other when it comes to
rafsing you . . . . . . . . ., . ., . & 10
1)y (2
Actually slap you . . « « . . . . ., . 2 7
1y ()
Take away your privileges (TV, movies, dates). 3 3
1) ()
Blame you or critfcite you when you don't
deserve it ., . ., . . . . . . 3 13
) (2)
Threaten to slap vou . . - . . . . 5 13
1}y @
Yell, shout vr scream at you . . . . . . 6 16
1,
visagree about punishing you . . . . ., . 3 1
n (2)
Nagatyou . . . « « + &+ &+ .+ .« . o« 6 18
1) ()
-
30
i,

X Answering, and
Score Value ($q

parenth:ses)

Sometimes
Never

31
(s)
48
5)

o~

w0

~
w
w

-
=
»
o

3)

22 32 29
(3) &) (5)
19 31 39
3) W (5

25 35 26
(3) &) (%

32 36 15
) (&) (5)
7 29 24
) @) (%
33 30 11
) ) (5)
1 3% 19
) (&) (%)
2% 16

31
) @
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~helming majority indicated that the rest of the family have the
same preference. Four percent checked the ""no" re¢sponse, but
did not describe the differences in the space provided. Another
4 percent specified that some family member (fathei, mother, or
sibling) held a different view. Only 2 percent clearly incicated
that their personal religious viewpoint was inconsistert with the
preference of the majority of family menbers, and in a number
of these instances the differences lie within broad denominaticnal
categories (e.g., a boy dercribing himself as Episcopalian when
the rest of his family is Presiuyterian). Even if we include the 4
percent who indicated some difference without specifying its nature,
there i3 only 2 very small groap vvhose own religions views are
not the same as the dominsnt family pr2ference. The cluse agree-
ment between our respondents’ religious preferences and those of
the rest of the family led us to adopt the respondent's religious
preference as a suitable approximation for the famlily preference.”

TALLE 2-7
RESPONDENTS' RELIGIOUS PREFFXENCES*

Percent of
Religion Respopdents

Jewish k]
Roman Catholic, Eastera Orthodox 20
Baptint 22
Churches of Christ, Disciplea

of Christ, United Church of Christ 6
Lutheran 8
Kethodist 1%
Presbyter{an
Episcopal 2
Other Protestant )
Other and Missing Data 14

*rhe sequenck of Protestant denominations fs arbitrary, but
not random. Except for the "Other Pretestsnt” category, the
denominations are arranged in vrder according to mean
socioeconoric level (see Figure 3-3),

TSince we did not have & separate question asking the dominsnt fam -
ily religious viewpolit, we had lille choice in reaching this conciusion.
It would have been possible to exclude from analysis those indivjduals who
indicated some difference from the family position, but the sma'i number
involved, and our uncertainty about which differences were imporiant, led
us to decide against this step.

36;



T ———— o

DIMENSIONS OF FAMILY BACKGROUND 23

After some exploration to determine the smallest set of categories
that would capture most of the information in this complex di-
mension, the coding scheme shown in Table 2-7 was adcpted.
Parents' Political Preference. A series of optional ques-
tionnaire items asked respondents to indicate their own political
preference and that of each parent. Kesponse¢s to these items
are shown in tle first three columns of Table 2.8. There is a
strong association between boys® own political preferences and the
preferences they reported for their parents; however, the cor-
rzspondence is far from perfect. There is also considerable, but
not complete, agreement between the political views reported for
mothers and fathers. In view of this less thaa complete agree-
ment, it seemed best to characterize femily political preference
by using a composite measure reflecting both parents' political
- views. Accordinrly, it was decided that a boy's family would be
1 characterized #: "strongly Republican" if both parents were so
described; the family would be "nildly Republican if at least one
parent were R¢; "blican (either mildly or strongly) and if the other
E parent were desciwed as not having a conflicting preference (i.e,
not "Democrat’ or "Other"). In a parallel way a boy's family was
labelled ''strong:y Democrat” only ${ both parents w:ire in the
3 "strongly Democrat" category, and '"mildly Democrat" families
were those i which at least one parent was Democrat and the
other wars not in disagreement. There were, of course, many

T

TABLE 2-8
POLITICAL PREFEPENCES OF RESPONDENTS AND FARENTS

PO TR

Polilscal Preference Percent Percent Percent "Fanily
(as reported t, toys) Boys Fathers Mothars  Preferenmce"
Strongl. Republican 9 1 10 7
E Mildly Republican 14 14 16 16
Mildly (. etit 22 19 22 24
? Strongly De socrat 15 20 17 14
Other (plessc .rits in) 4 3 3 39
Dor.' Kow 25 21 22 -
Miesing Data 11 12 10 -

L5ee text for de: tiptfcn ¢f this category.
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other possible combinations; but the number of cases was often
small, and the meaning of such combinations was unclear. There-
fore, ali families that could not be categorized as "'strongly" or
"mildly'* Republican or Democrat were placed in a single "Other"
class. 8

Ploce of Residence

it is difficult at times to draw a clear distinction between
family background and other background conditions. This problem
is particularly troublesome when we deal with place of residence,
since differences in community and region are mingled with family
differences. Most troublesome for our study is the fact that sys-
tematic differences among schools are surely associated with dif-
ferent places of residence. Oui- present interest is in capturing
the effects of family background, eénd insofar as it is possible we
want to avoid contamination with school effects. We can achieve
at best only partial success in this effort, and even this involves
some degree of compromise and arbitrary decision.

We nhave several measures al our disposal relevant to our
respondents' places of residence. We have coded the location of
his school both in ierms 01 broad region (Northeast, North Central,
South, or West) and in terms of community size. We also have
each respondent’'s report in the interview as to where he was
brought up.

We felt {hat the measures of school location would be par-
ticularly likely to relate to possible school differences and school
effects. Of course, not all regional differences between the boys
can be simply attributed to the school system. It is not clear,
for example, that regional differences in test scores are due to
school system differences. But it is at least equally unclear that
such differences are due to family background. We decided, there-
fore, tihat the geographic region of the boy's school was not ap-
propriately included among onr measures nf family background;
the one exception to this decision is discussed in the following
vectfon.

BMost of the "Other" cless was comprised of the 19 percent who
specified "Don't Know' for both parents, plus the 10 percent who left this
"Optional" item blank. There were relatively few cases of Democrat~
Republican splils between parents. One percent of our respondents reported
one parent strongly Democrat and the other strongly Republican; ancther
2 percent reported one parent strongly supporting one party while the
other was a mild suppcrter of the opposite party; and 4 percent reported
one pareat mildly Republinan and the other mildly Democrat,
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Where the respondont was brought up seems more clearly
appropriate as a farcily background measure. It is by no means
free from the sort of contamination discussed zbove; however, it
may have a good deal to do with family life, and on that basis we
decided to include it. The following response categories were
coded when young men were asked where they were brought up:
on a farm (7%), in the country but not on a farm (16%), in a town
(24%), in a small city (14%), and in a large city (39%).

Race as o Background Factor

It is not obvious that race ought to be considered as an
aspect of background. In an ideal world skin color might be of
no more importance in this sort of monograph than color of hair
or eyes. But in the United States in the 1960's therc are large
differences between white and black families in levels of education,
occupation, income, housing, and many other such characteristics.
If these racial differences were not already abundantly documented,
our first examination of our data would have been sufficient to
make the case: black and white respondentr in our sample do
differ substantially in all these characteristica, and in criterion
dimensions such as test scores, occupational aspiration, and the
like (Bachman, 1968; Mednick, 1968).9

Despite the contemporary importance of racial differences
and the confirmation of them provided in our own data, there was
some question as to how best to deal with them in the study.

One possibility would have been to approach our study as an
ideal opportunity to examine racial ddferences and some of their
underlying social causes. Such differences appear in our data,
and we will shortly see that some crucial environmental factors
are related to them. It would be tempting to make rather broad
generalizations from some of our findings concerning racial dif-
ferences. However, our sample was not designed primarily for
this purpose, and the number and distribution of black respond-
ents is not ad2quate for it. Our overall sampling plan clustered
respondents in 87 schools, thus facilitating the study of school
effects and providing a reasonably accurate description of the total
population of boys in tenth grade. The sample design is less well
suited, however, to the description and comparison of small sub-
sets of the population, particularly when the subset is " rated in
a small number of schools. Only 256 of our 2213 respondents

9The racial identification for each respondent was provided by the
interviewer i a poat-interview information sheet. The measure is thus
sbservational, based on one person's perception.
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are black; more serious from a sampling standpoint is the fact
that over {wo-thirds of them are concen‘rated in only nine of our
sampled schools {with the remaining third scattered in 25 other
schools). In short, our ability to generalize accurately from the
black subsample is severely limited, and this argued against a
strong concentration on racial differences.

Another possibility, therefore, would have been to limit our
analysis and discussion to the 87 percent of respondents who are
white, Such a solution is safe—it avoids one large complication
in an already complex analysis and eliminates the risk of repor.ing
findings that can be misunderstood or distorted--Ly ourselves or
by others. An all-white anzlysis would, however, be a less than
complete picture of tenth-grade boys and, even less acceptable,
it would withhold information that is important, if not precise.

The remaining possibility was to exatnine racial differences
in our sample with a2 clear understanding of their limitations. iIn
adopting this approach we did not discard useful ir.ormation, but
bore in mind the limits of its usefulness. At the very least, our
findings in this area may providc the basis for new hypotheses
which can be tested more thoroughly with samples designed for
that task.

Black Students in Integrated and Scgregaled Schools. More
than two-thirds of our black respondents are in schaols which are
predominantly or entirely black; virtually ail of our white respond-
ents are students ‘n schools which are predominantly or entirely
white. Thus the different racial subgroups are served primarily
by different schools, and a clear danger exists that much of what
sppesrs to be racial differences may in fact be the result of s:hool
differences. A preliminary exploration of this possibility was
undertaken by Mednick /1968); when she matched 60 btack students
in {ntegrated schools with an equal number of vhite students from
the same schools, the diffecences in test scores between the two
groups were only a third the gize of the gross differences between
all black and all white respcrdeants in our study. The basic reason
for this reduction in difference is not clear, because many things
in addition to school were belr; matched {n Madnick's analysic,
But we certainly cannot overlook this possibility that the integrated
schools in our sample are more effective as educational environ-
ments than the segregated schools.

Given the preliminary findings summarized above, we feit
that the analyiis of racial differences in our sample would have
to deal separately with black students in segregated schools and
those in integrated schools. W2 also i0und it necessary, for rea-
sons d:scussed in Chapter 4, to distinguish between the five black
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seg.»gated cchools in the South and the four in the Northeast or
North Central regions. Accordingly we will use the five-category
classification presented in Table 2-9 whenever we examine racial
differences among our 2213 respondents.

TABLE 2-9
RACIAL SUBGROUPS: FIVE-CATEGORY VARIABLE

Respondents Weighted Cases
white 1912 (86.4%) 2177 (86.61)
Black in Integrated School® 73 (3.3%) 79 (an
Black {n Northera Segregsted School® 72 (3,31) 727 (2.5
Black fn Southern Segregsted School® 111 (5.0%) 140 (5.6%)
Other 45 (2.0%) 4 (1.8%)

“The decisfon sbout which schools should be termed black segregated was
taned on the distribution of percest of white ntudents in our schocls. A
"nstural"” break in the distribution peraitted us to draw tha line {n such
a way that nope of the nlne “segregated" schools has more than ten perceat
vhites, vhile none of the “Integrated” schools has fewer than forty percent
vhites (and most are predominantly white).

A Note on the Seleciion and Construction of Background Measures

We have mentioned preliminary analyses that were used to
check on the use{ulness of some measures. We set out to ex-
amine family backgrcund with the idea clearly in mind that some
measures would prove roore reliable, valid, ~nd useful than others.
We have chosen in this monograph to concentrate upon those back-
ground ulmensions whica show promise of being predictively use-
Sul in our study. We do not assert that thesa are the only "true"
representations of socloeconomic level, family relations, and the
like. Likewise, we do not assert that aspects of family background
omitted from this chapter are of no value. Some we did not try
to measure; others we did not measure wel}, or for other reasons
they did not add to our ability to explain variation in our criterion
dimensions. The pattern of relationships we report reflects the
idiosyncrasies of our sample, and another sample would be ex-
pected to show some differences in relationships us well as in
descriptive levels of each dimension measured. But this, in our
opinion, i3 inh¢rent in sampling; the effect of our preliminary
analyses is only to exclude unenncessful measures from presen-
tation. There i3 no implication of flawless selection and pre-
diction,
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Summary

This chapter describes a set of general dimensicns designed
to capture much of what is important—and measurable—in the fam-
ily background of adolescent boys. The following eight dimensions
have beoen selected for analysis:

1. Socioecoromic level (SEL), a composite measure made
up of father's occupational status, parents' education, and family
possessions,

2, Number of siblings, an eight-point scale ranging from
zero to seven or more.

3. Broken home, a three-way classification indicating wheth-
er a respendent's family is intact, broken by death, or broken by
divorce or similar causes.

4, Family rvelalions, an index of 21 items dealing with re-
lationships between respondents and their parents,

5. Religious preference, a categorization of the respond-
ent's religious preference.

6. Pavents’ polilical preference, a derived measure which
combines parents' preferences into five categories: strongly Re-
publican, mildly Republican, mildly Democrat, strongly Democrat
and other,

7. Communily size, the respondent’s report of whether he
was brought up on a farm, in the country but not on a farm, in
a town, in a small city, or in a large city.

8. Race, a classification of respondents as follows: all
whites, blacks in integrated schools, blacks in northern segregated
schools, blacks in southern segregated schools, all others.

In addition to presenting the dimenstons of family background,
this chapter has indicated how our sample of responderts is dis-
tributed along each scale, We have not yet consldered the extent
to which these background dimenslo.is are interrelated. We turn
our attention to this matter in tha next chapter,
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Chapter 3

INTERRELATIONSHIPS AMONG
BACKGROUND CHARACTEPRISTICS

Background cnaracteristics do not operate in isolation-—they
are interrelated. In our sample, if a boy states that his religious
preference is Jewish, it is very iikely that his family socioceco-
nomic level is above average, that he has only one or two siblings,
and that he was brought up in a city or suburb. To take another
example, those in our sample who are black and who go to seg-
regated schools in the South ¢ ¢ far below the average socioeco-
nomic level, have a relatively large number of siblings, and are
predominantly Methodist or Baptist. These findings are not new
or curprising; they simply illustrate the point that family back-
ground characteristies tend to be interrelated. e have already
taken some account of the close association between parents' edu-
cation, father's occupation, and possessions in the home-all these
irgredients have been combined in the ineasure of socioecoromic
level (SEL) deszribed in Chapter 2. In this chapter we turn our
attention to interrelationships among SEL and other major dimen-
sions oi family background.

The form of analysis presented in this chapter is straight-
forward. As a preliminary step, bivariate (two-way) frequency
tables were produced for each pairing of our eight background
variables; the 28 resulting tables are precented in Appendix C.
After an inspection of the tahles, a number of one-way analyses
of variance were carried out. The results of these analyses are
presented in the figures that follow.!

TThe one-way analysis oi variance produces several useful statistics:
1) It provides mesns and st dard deviatiors for one variable (Y) within
each category of another variable (X). 2) It provides the statistics Eta
and Eta2. "Eta is lhe correlation ralio and indicates the sbility of the
predictor using the categories given to explain variation in the dependent
variable, E1a2 {ndics'es the proporii n of the total sum of squares explain-
able by the predictor ' (A.drews, ot al., 1967).
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FIGURE 3-1

SOCIOZCONOMIC LEVEL RELATED
T0 FAMILY SIZE
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5011d line connects sibgroup means (Era = .34).
Shaded bars have width proportionate to sudgroup size, height proporticnate
to one standard deviation above and below subgroup mean.

Nite: This figure follovs a atandard format that will reappear in later
chapters. A discussion of this format and the rationale for using shaled
bars {n the background are presented in Appendix K. The reader may wvish to
exasine that sppendix briefly before proceding further.
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Socioeconomic Level and Family Size

Family size gets steadily smaller as we go from low to high
socioeconomic levels. However, the association between family
size and SEL is not a simple straight line, as the data presented
in Figure 3-1 indicate. About half of our respondents have two
or fewer siblings, and within this range there is no association
between family size and SEL. As the number of siblings reaches
three and increases up to seven or more, there is a steady de-
crease in mean SEL.

It may occur to the reader, as it did to us, that any appar-
ent predictive value of family size may in fact be nothing more
than a reflection of that variable's close associatinn with SEL.
As we will document in later chapters, this turns to be not en-
tirely true. While SEL and number of siblings ore indeed re-
lated, they are also sufficiently different to make it quite worth-
while to retain number of siblings as a separate characteristic
of family background.

Broken Home Related to Socioeconomic Level and Fomily Size

One might well expect that the socioeconomic level of hroken
home s would be lower than that of intact homes. As Figure 3-2
indicates, this is true of homes that are broken due to divorce or
separation. We cannot say with any certainty whether divorce
"'causes'" lower SEL to a greater degree than low SEL 'causes"
divorce. But while homes broken by divorce or separation are
relatively low in SEL, those broken by death are not.

The lizelihood of a broken home is related also to family
size. Respondents with no siblings are relatively more likely to
come from families broken by death or divorce. Except for this
category, however, there is a positive relationship between family
size and divorce--the more siblings a boy has the more likely it
is that his parents are divorced or separated. As we might expect,
there is no parallel relationship between family size and death of
parents, 2

In summary, it is important to maintain the distinction be-
tween homes broken by death and those broken by divorce or sep-
aration. With relatively few exceptions, homes broken by death
are not very different from {ntact families in terms of sociveco-
nomic level or number of siblings. On the other hand, divorce
or sepavation tends to appear more often in families that are large
and which are low in socioeconomic level,

2The data reiating brcken home to family size are prestat o 35 a
rart of Appendix C.
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FICURE 3-2

SOCIOECONONIC LEVEL
RELATED TO BROKEN HOME

SOCIOECONOMIC LEVEL

Home Hose Broken Home Broken hy
Intact Yy Death Divorce, etc,
BRCKEN HOME

|

i

l Solid line connects subgroup means (Eta = .13).

| Shaded bars have width proportionate to subgroup size, height proportifonate
to one standsrd deviatics above and below subgroup mean.

See appendix E for further information and for data underlying figures.

NOTE: The line connect{ng caiegories {5 not meant to imply any sort of
broken home continuum, The reasons for using “profile” lines in all
iigures are noted in Appendx E.
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Family Relatians Versus Other Background Factors

Do the family characteristics reviewed thus far have any
implication for interpersonal relationships—particularly relation-
ships with parents? It does appear that our measure of family
relations is associated with other family characteristics, although
the relationships are not strong. There is a small but steady
increase in positive family relations as SEL increases from the
lowest to highest category; the higher the SEL, the more positive
the family relations (Eta = ,12).3

When it comes to family size, those boys with no siblings
or one sibling get along best with their parents; as the number
of siblings increases beyond one, there is a gradual decrease in
the quality of family relations (Eta = .13).

Boys report poorer than average relationships between them-
selves and their parents in homes broken by divorce or separation.
This finding by itself may not be surprising—after all, family re-
lationships are likely to be different if one parent (usually the
father in our sample) is missing. Indeed, the basis for computing
the family relations measure is altered slightly if the "'closeness
to father” items ar¢ missing from the index score. What is sur-
prising is the fact that along this dimension there is no systematic
difference between boys who have lost a parent by death and those
whose families ave intact.4

Background Correlates of Religious Preference

Figure 3-3 presents n ean family socioeconomic ievel for
each category of a rcspondent's religious preference. Mean SEL
is high for the small subgroup of Jewish respondents (N = 59),
about average for Catholics, and also about average for those in
the missing data category. Protestant denominations cover a wide
range of socioeconomic levels. Baptists have a mean SEL which
is about half a standard deviation below the sample mean. Church
of Christ, Lutheran, Methodist, and Presbyterian denominations
range (respectively) from slightly below to somewhat above the
mean SEL for the total sample. Episcopalian respondents (N =
51) show the highkest mean SEL of any religious subgroup—nearly
a full standard deviation above the sample mean.

Jita is the correlation ratio we report when categorical predictors
are ustd, It can be interpreted as gimilar to the product-moment cor-
relation, r, except that Eta is not restricted to linear relationships and
Eta never tahes a negative value (even when the relationship is inverse).

4The data velating broken home to family relations are presented
as a part of Appendix C,
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FIGURE 3-3

SOCIOECORCMIC LEVEL RELATED
TG RELIGIQUS FREFERENCE

6.4

SOCIOECONOMIC LEVEL

£ - % o~ - . I3 o I3 - T W
- - L] o u a LA E | c o v
o - - [V ot - a9 o c
> ~ 0 o - L] Q b Q o £ w
] o £ e u £ ] v O ® =]
a1 £ a - O P “ w ¢ I3
EEY m Zwu 2 u P Py
20O 6‘ =] £ a oo - B
Q i . W e e §
£ " v B -1
€ 6 [ -
g3 & y X
23 £
5 d
<

RELICIOUS FREFERENCE

So011d line connects subgroup means (Eta = .31).

Shaded dars have width prosortionate tn subgroup sire, height proportfonate
to one standard deviation above end below subgroup mean.

See Appendix E for further {nformation and for Jata underlying ffgures.
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BACKGROUND (HARACTERISTICS

FIGURE 3-4

FAMILY SIZE RELATED
TO RELIGIOUS PREFERENCE
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Sol1d line connects subgroup means (Eta = .16).

Shaded bars have wideh proportionate to subgroup eize, height proporticnate
to one standard leviation adove and below subgroup rean.

See Appendix E for Further informazion and for data underlying figures.
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Religious preference is related to family size in Figure 3-
4. The Jewish subgroup departs most clearly from the total sam-
ple, with respondents reporting an average of 1.5 siblings. Cath-
olics in our sample are just about equal to the total sample with
an average of 3.2 siblings. Average numbers of siblings for the
Protestant denominations range from 3.3 for Baptists to 2.5 for
Episcopalians.

The frequency of kroken homes due to divorce or separation
is 12.6 percent fo: the total sample. This percentzge varies some-
what from one religious subgroup to another, but the differences
are rather small on the whole. The one exception is the sub-
group of Jewish respondents; only one out of the 59 reported his
family broken by divorce.

Background Correlates of Political Preference

Figure 3-5 shows the reiationship of family political pref-
erence to socioeconomic level. Republican families are slightly
above average in SEL. Republican families also have fewer chil-
dren and are a bit less likely to have been disrupted by divorce;
however, these differences are very small indeed.

Political preferences in our sample do differ according to
religion. The great majority of Jewish and Catholic famiiies that
can be ciassified on the Democrat-Republican scale are Democrats.
Among Protestants the proportions of Democrats and Republicans
shift in a way that corresponds to differences in sociceconomic
level; Baptists are more often Democrats than Republicars, but
with Episcopalians the reverse is clearly the cas~—Republicans
outnumber Democrats.

One other background factor we found related to political
preference is race. As we shall see below, an overwhelming
prowortion of the black families in our saniple are Democrats
rather than Republicans.

Community Size Related ta Other Background Factors

Figure 3-6 relates socioeconomic level to respondents' re-
ports of the size of the community in which they were raised.
Being vuised on a farm is associated with the lowest mean SEL,
and the next lowest mcan SE1 is found for those respondents who
were brouglt up in the country but not on a farm. A parallel
relationship appears between number of siblings and community
size; those ralsed on farms report the largest families, and those
brought up in the ccuntry report the next largest families.
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FIGURE 3-5

SOCIOECONOMIC LE' EL RELATED TO
FAMILY POLITIC..L PREFERENCE
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Soli1d line connects subgroup means (Eta = .17).
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to one standard deviation adove and below subgroup pean.

See Appendix E for further informstion and for data underlying figures.
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FIGURE 3-6

SOCIOECONOMIC LEVEL
RELATED TO COMMUNITY SIZE
WHERE RESPONDENT WAS RAISED
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501{d line connects subgroup means (Eta = ,28),

Shaded bars have width proportionate to subgroup size, height proportfonate
to one standard deviation above and below sudgroup pean.

See Appendix E for further {nformation and for dats w.derlying figures.
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Racial Differences in Family Background

We argued in the last chapter that black respondents in our
saniple must be ccnsidered in several distinct categories that re-
late to different school experiences. We also stressed the lim-
itations in generalizing from our small sample of black respond-
ents. With both these considerations in mind, let us examine
some of the background differences rela'ed to our five-caiegory
race variable.

As Figure 3-7 indicates, the socioeconomic level of southern
blacks in segiegated schools (N = 111) is far below that of the
whites. Blacks in integrated schools (N = 73} and those in north-
ern segregaivd schools (N = 72} are identical in average SEL;
their level is lower than that of whites, but it is much higher than
the SEL for blacks in southern segregated schools. The SEL for
our handful of subjects in other racial minorities is also low; they
are not on the average as poor as the southern segregated blacks,
but they are less well off than otlher blacks.

Family size for racial subgroups is shown in Figure 3-8.
Whites :ave the smallest families on the average, while blacks
in southern segregated schcols have the largest numbers of sib-
lings. The pattern in Figure 3-7 (SEL and race) shows a strong
inverse relationship with that in Figure 3-8 (family size and race).
This is scarcely surprising when we recall the inverse relatior-
ship between sibship size and SEL. At a more detailed level,
however, there are some interesting differences between racial
patterns for SEL and those for family size. In terms of SEL,
blacks in the North and/or in integrated schools are much more
similar to whites than to southern segregated blacks. On the other
hand, the family size of integrated blacks is about midway between
that of whites and that of segregated blacks, and segregated blacks
ir the Norik are not very different in family size f om their south-
ern counterparts.

The frequenzy of broken homes due to divorce shows a trend
similar to the findings for family size. While 10 percent of the
white respondents 1eport that they are not living with both natural
parents due to divorce or separation, the corresponding percent-
ages are 23 for integrated blacks, 29 percent for segregated blacks
in the North, and 33 percent for segregated blacks in the South.

Family reiations reported by resporndents are very similar
for all racial subgroups. Major racial differences in religious
and political preferences can be summarized briefly. Well over
half of all black respondents who express a religious preference
are Baptists—a proportion that is roughly the same for the several
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FIGURE 3-8

FAMILY SIZE RELATED 10
RACE (FIVE-CATEGORY)
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Sol{d Yre connacts subgroup means (Eta » .30).

Shaded bars ha-e width propottfonate to sudbgrouy sfze, helght prcportionate
to one standard deviation above and below subgroup zean.

See Apperdix E for further {nformation #nd for Aata underlying flguree.
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subgroups of blacks, The proportion of Baptists among whites is
about 20 percent. Family political preference is overwhelmingly
Democrat among black families; the Democratic Party is prefer-
red over the Republican Party on a 10-to-1 basis by those in
northern and/or integrated schools, whereas for those in southern
segregated schools the ratio is 2-to-1. The Democratic Party is
also dominant in white family preferences, but in this case the
edge over the Republican Party is only 3-to-2.%

The data concerning communily size are extremely unreli-
able, since most of our black respondents are clustered in a hand-
ful of locations {(corresponding to a handful of segregated schools).
It may be usefrl to note that in our sample the rural-urban dis-
tribution of integrated blacks is roughly the same as that for
whites, with a few less blacks on farms and a few more in large
cities. Two-thirds of the northern segregated blacks in our sam-
ple were raised in large cities, with practically none raised on
farms or in the country. Roughly one-third of the southern seg-
regated blacks in our sample were raised on farms or in the
country, another third in towns or small cities, and the remaining
third in large cities.

These findings clearly confirm that differences in rice are
associated with a number of other background differences. It is
also clear that black respindents in several categories of school
experience are different from each other in a number of important
ways. Perhaps most striking are the diiferences in socioeconomic
level when black students in southern segregated schools are com-
pared with all other blacks,

Summary

In some ways this chapter has been a demonstration of the
obvious fact that background factors are interrelated. Large fam-
ilies and lower socioeconomic level tend to go hand in hand-at
least when the total number of children exceeds three. Disruption
due to divorce or separation is relatively more frequent in large
families and those low in SEL, but the same relationsiips do not
appear for disruption due to the death of a parent. Family irier-
personal relationships are slightly better in small families and
those high in SEL; relationships are poorer in homes broken by

5The ratlos given here are based upon only that subsei of the re-
spondents (about 65%) who arswered the relevant itlems in such a way as
1o be categorized on our family political preference variable {see Chapter
2, page 273).
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divorce. Relatively high SEL is associated with Republican fam-
ilies, and with those having certain religious preferences (Jewish,
Presbyterian, Lutheran, Episcopal). Families of respondents rais-
ed on farms are larger and are relatively low in socioeconomic
level. Finally, black respondents are iower than whites in SEL,
have more siblings, and are more likely to have experienced a
home broken by divorce or separation. These relationships, while
true for blacks in general, tend to be particularly strong when we
focus on those who are students in southern segregated schools.

The analyses in this chapter have revealed that interrelation-
ships among background factors are quite complex. This suggests
the need for muitivariate techniques in predicting to criterion di-
mensions from these family backgrouvad characteristics. We turn
our attention to this problem in the next chapter,
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Chapter 4

INTELLECTUAL APTITUDES
AND ABILITIES

Intelligence is among the most troublesome concepts used
by social scientists tuday. Part of the trouble arises from a lack
of general agreement as to exactly what intelligence means. How
do we define it? Is intelligence understood as merely that which
an intelligence test measures—an operational deiinition? Or does
the concept of intelligence reach further to tap some underlying
trait in man that is only partially captured by any particular test
at a given point in tiine? Is it better to treat intelligence as one
general concepl or as a number of distinct components?

Even if we could agree about what we mean by intelligence,
questions would remain about its causes. To what extent s intel-
‘igence {(or perhaps performance on a particular intelligence test)
a function of inheritance, and to what extent is it shaped by en-
vironmental exposure? [t seems clear that advantages of inher-
itance go hand in hand with advantages in environment—the off-
spring of highly educated parents are likely to display above av-
erage intelligence because of both nature and nurture. Thus any-
thing short of experimental anipulaticn will leave heredity and
environment confounded.

These problems are serious, but they are by no me2ns unique
to the concept of intelligence. The definition and measurement of
many other personality dimensfons treated in this monograph are
equally problematic. Why then is there an unusual amount of
sensitivity attached to the treatment of intelligence? Perhaps
because of its importance--not only for social scientists but for
the general public. Intelligence, and tests of intellectual ability,
are given great emphasis in a person's life, particularly ag a
basis for entry into jobs end access to higher education. In fact,
many critics have argued hat these tests receive far too much
empnasis and their use In education and business is excessive
and harmful.

Controversy concerning intelligence and testing is particu-
larly acute when issues of racial differences and discrimination

14/ 4
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are involved. The interpretations and judgments underlying our
own treatment of data relevant to these matters are well sum-
marized by the following fuotation:

The evidence of four decades of research on this problem ({the
relationship of race to intelligence] can be readily summarized.
There are marked differences In intelligence test scores when one
compares a random sample of whites and Negroes. What is equally
ciear is that little definitive evideace exists that leads to the con-
clusion that such differences are innate. The evidence points over-
whelmingly to the fact that when one compruies Negroes ard whites
of comparable cultural and educational background, differences in in-
telligence test scores diminish markedly; the more comparsble the
background, the less the difference. . .

Social Inequalities deprive large numbers of black people of
soclal, economic, and educational adventages available to a great
majority of the white population. The existing soclal structures pre-
vent black and white people even of the same social class from
leading comparable lives. In light of these conditions, it is obvious
that no sclentific discussion of racial differences can exclude an
examlingtion of political, historic, economic, and psychological factors
which are inextricably related to racial differences. . . (SPSSI Council,
1969),

Measures of Intellectual Aptitude and Ability!

A number of measures of intellectual ability were included
in our data collection. The complete battery of tests and the
rationale underlying their selection are presented elsewhere (Bach-
man, et al., 1967); a brief summary of the measures will be ad-
equate for present purpoees.?

Quick Test of Inielligence (QT). The Ammons Quick Test
is a brief, individually administered test designed to measure
general intelligence (Ammons and Ammons, 1962). The Quick Test
has three forms, all of which were given at the end of the inter-
view (administration time for all three forms ranged from six to
ten minutes). Each form consists of a list of fifty words ordered
according to increasing difficulty, accompanled by a stimulus plate
on which there are four line drawings. The test administrator

TAll test scores are, ¢f course, measures of abiliffes existing at the
time that the respondents took the tests., However, the same scores can
also be viewed as measures of apfitide—especlally scholastic sptitude.
Accordingly, we do not classify our measures as exclusively aptitude or
ability measures —tley are In fact beth, and we tind it most useful to treat
them that way.

2Dr. Martha T. Mednick selected this battery of tests. ller analyses
of test data (cited below) and her suggestions have contributed importantly
to the present chapter.
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(interviewer) reads each word to the respondent, who answers by
pointing to one of the four pictures. For example, the word
"building" would tead the respondent to point to a picture which
included a house, or the word "disaster' might involve pointing
to a picture of an auto accident. An itemn cardboard which lists
all fifty items is handed to the respondent so that he may read
along as the interviewer presents the items; it is not necessary,
however, that the respondent be able to read the stimulus words.

The Quick Test seemed well-suited to our purposes for sev-
eral reasons. A8 noted above, it does not require reading ability
or a written response, It is individualiy administered, thus avoid-
ing some of ihe problems that can occur in group-administered
tests. Finally, it is practical for administration by interviewers
with no previous experience in test administration

Gates Test of Reading Comprehension. A portion of the
Gates Reading Survey (1958) was inciuded in the group-adminis-
tered test battery as a measure of reading achievement. The test
consists of 21 short passages arraaged in order of increasing dif-
ficulty. The respondent's task is to insert two or three words
into each passage, selecting each insertion from s list of five
possibilities. A total of 20 minutes was allowed, which proved to
be more than adequate for nearly all respomxents.

General Aplitude Test Batlery—Part J: Vocadbulary (GATB-J).
This test is part of the well standardized multifactor test battery
developed by the United States Employment Service for vocational
counseling (Super, 1857). The vocabulary test consists of 60 sets
of four words each, Each set of words includes two which have
either the same meaning or Oppousite meanings; the respondent is
required to pick the correct pair from each set of four. The
total time permitted was five minutes; since many respondents
did not finish in this period, speed must be considered one of the
components of successful performance in this test.

A Note on "Culture-fair"” Measures of Intellectual Ability.
The battery inclvded a number of tests in addition to those de-
scribed above, It was intended to cover a range from tests which
are strictly measures of educational outcome to those which are

3The original Quick Test Manual (Ammons and Ammons, 1962) pro-
vides norms for ccaverting raw scores into 1Q scores. The 1Q conversion
has the advantage of correcting a slight skewness in raw scores (a "ceiling
effect'). However, such norms are subject Lo chenge; 8t least one such
mcdification has elready taken place for the Quick Test (Ammons and Am-
mons, 1966). In the present volume, the Quick Test data used are raw
scorea (i.e., number of correct answers).
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least dependent on schooling (Bachman, et al., 1667, pp. 64-66).
Among those considered less dependent on schooling {and thus more
culture-fair) was a iive-minute test made up of matrix items sim-
ilar to those in Raven's Progressive Matrices Test (1951). As
Mednick (1957, 1969) has reported, scores on this matrices test
are highly correlated with those on the more conventional tests
of intellectual ability. More important, Mednick (1868) concluded
that this test turned out to be just as sensitlve to culture vari-
ables ({i.e., just as "culture-unfair"} as did ocur other tests. In
short, our preliminary investigations indicated that our efforts to
obtain a culture-fair test were not successful.

A Measure of Job Information. At the tlme our test bat-
tery was developed, we were unable to discover any standardized
test of job information or occupational information. We consider
such knowledge to be an important factor in occupational and ed-
ucational decisions and undertook to develop a brief test of job
informaticn. The test consists of 25 items, of the true-false and
multiple-choice types, dealing with what it is like to be in an
occupation {e.g., income, status, and working hours), and also with
the requirements for entering an occipatlon (e.g., educational abil-
ity).4

By definition one's level of job information is neither an
intellectual aptltude nor ability. Nevertheless, the actual measure
of job information turns out to be so highly related to our meas-
ures of intellectual ability that we must question whether the job
information test measures anything independent of general intel-
ligence.

Inlerrelationships Among Measures of Intellectual Ability.
Scores on the four tests menticned above are highly iutercorre-
lated, as shown in Table 4-1, in particula:, the Quick Test, the
GATB-J Vocabulary test, and the Gates reading test are very
closely related. Mednlck (1969) has reported relalionships be-
tween each of these test scores and a number of other dimensions;
the patterns of correlations are highly simtlar. It seems likely
then that the combination of family background factors that pre-
dicts to one of these tests will be Quite similar to that for the
other tests. We will concentrate much of our zttention in this
chapter on the Quick Test; later we will note the similarity of
findings for the other three tests.

“45hortly after oir test of job information had been developed and
administered, we discovered that a parallel effect had been carried out
during the same perioc by Herbert S. Parnes and his associales at the
Center for Human Resource Research at the Ohlo State University. A de-
scrip.don of Parnes' Occupational Information Test and a report of some
of its correla,es are presented by Pernes et al., (1969).
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TABLE 4-1
INTERRELATIONSHIPS AMONG MEASURES UF INTELLECTUAL ABILITY

Test Mean Standard Product-Moment
Deviation Correlation
1, 2. 3.
1. Quick Test 108.5 12,5
2, GATB-J Yocabulary 18.9 6.6 .68
3. Gates Reading 36.0 6.2 66 11
&, Job Informatloa Test 16.7 3.4 56 37 .60

Background Factors Related to the Quick Test

We have eamphasized the interrelationships among background
factors, and the consequent need for multivariate techniques to
examine the relationship of each background factor to other di-
mensions—including incellectual abllity. In the nex. section we
will Introduce such multivariate procedures in predicting scores
on the Quick Test {QT); first, however, we will examine separately
the gross relationship hetween each background fictor and the
Quick Test.

Figure 4-1 shows the strong positive corcelation (Eta = .44)
between QT scores and socloeconomic level. Although this finding
was to be expected, it is nevertheless very important; throughout
the remalnder of this monograph we will have to deal carefully
with the fact that advantages ir family SEL are followed by ad-
vanteges in intellectual ability. Indeed, we will sometimes find
that some positive relationships between SEL and other criterion
dimensions can be interpreted as cccurring "through" intelligence.

We noted in Chapter 3 that large families tend to be lower
in SEL (s2e Figure 3-1). A very similar relationship appears
when family size is related to QT scores, as shown in Figure
4-2. Those respondents with just one sibling have the highest
mean QT score, and as the number of siblings increases beyond
one there s a steady decrease {n mean QT (Eta = .33). This
similarity suggests that family size might be simply a substitute
for SEL. To put it another way, if we already knew a respond-
ent’'s SEL, would we predict his QT score better if we also knew
his family sfze? Data presented later show that some of the re-
lationship between family size and QT cannot be explained in terms
of SEL. It appears that family size is related to test scores for
other reasons as well.
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FIGURE 4-1

QUICK TEST SCURES
RELATED TO SOCIOTCOMGMIC LEVEL
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Sol1d 1ine connects subgroup meana (Eta = ,44),
Shade) bars have width proportionate to subgroup sfze, height proportionate .
to one stanlard deviation above and below Subgroup mean.

See Appendix £ for further information snd for data underlying figures.
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FIGURE 4-2

QUICK TEST SCORES
RELATED TO FAMILY SIZE
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$2148 Yne connects subgroup means (Ets = _33).
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to one standard deviatfon above and below subgrotp mean.
See \psendix E for further information and for dsts underlying figures.
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In contrasting QT scores for respondents in broken versus
intact families, we find again that families broken by death are
quite different from those broken by divorce or separation. As
Figure 4-3 indicates, there is a modest difference in mean QT
scores (about five points} between respondents in intact families
and those 1in families broken by divorce or separation, On the
other hand, QT scores for boys in families broken by death are
nearly identical to scores for boys from intact families. We noted
earlier (see Figure 3-2) that lower mean SEL occurs only inthose
broken homes cauvsed by divorce or separatinn. Given that a par-
allel pattern has been found for QT scores, it will be important
to examine whether any of the "'broken home effect’’ remains after

*taking account of SEL.,

The relationship between Quick Test scores and the family
relations scale is presented in Figure 4-4. There is relatively
little association between the two measuies {Eta = .16}, There
is, in general, a slight tendency for higher QT scores to occur
in families characterized as having more positive relations, but
this tendency is reversed at the extremes of the family relations
scale, At the one extreme, a respondent who characterizes his
relationships with parents in the most glowing terms possible is
a bit less likely to be hlghly Intelllgent than a boy who describes
his family relations as strong—but not extremely so. At the other
extreme, those boys who characterize their family relations in the
worst possible terms are up at the average level of QT, while
respondents describing fairly poor Yamily relations tend to be a
bit below average on the QT. We are, however, very suspicious
about that slight curvilinear pattern, It may be, for example, that
the most intelligent respondents are more critical and are less
likely to be extreme in their pralse of family or other aspects of
their lives. In shurt, it seems as plausible that QT differences
influence slightly responses on the family relations scale, as in
turn, those family relations—as we measured them-influence in-
telligence.

Figure 4-5 shows thut Quick Test scores differ according
to religious preference (Eta = .26). Jewish respondents are sub-
stantially above averaze in QT scures, Catholics are about average,
and Protestants cover a range of mean scores. Those in Baptist
and Church of Christ denomlnations score a bjt lower than the
total sample; Methodlsts are about average; and Lutherans, Pres-
byterizns, and Episcopalians score highest among Protestants,
This pattern of relationshlps closely parallels that between reli-
glous preference and socioeconomic level (Figure 3-3).
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FIGURE 4-3

QUICK TEST SCORE3
RELATED TG BROKEN HOME
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So114 line connecrs subgroup means (Eta = 24),

Shaded bars have vidth proportionate to subgroup sire, height proportionate
to one standard deviation sbove and below subgTOup Desn.

See Appendix B for further information and for Aata underlying figures.
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FIGURE 4-4

QUICK TEST SCORES
RELATED TO FAMILY RELATIONS
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37

FAMILY RELATIONS

Solid 1fue conaects subgroup means {Eta =.16).

Shaded bars have width proportionate to subgroup size, height proportionate
to one standard deviation above and below subgroup mean.

See Appendix E for further informatlon and for data underlying f'gur:s.
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FIGURE 4-3

QUICK TEST SCGRES RELATED
TO RELIGIOUS PRFFERENCE
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There is only a small relationship between family political
preference and QT scores (see Figure 4-6), Those respondents
in mildly Republican familles have the highest QT score, thcse in
strongly Dermocratic families zre lowest (Eta = .13). Here as be-
fore, the relationshins with the QT are very simila> to those found
for SEL.

Community size is related to QT scores only for respcnd-
ents raised on farms or in the country (see Figure 4-7), QT
scores for thuse raised on farms average about five points lower
than the grand mean, while those raised in the country but not on
farms are about two points under the grand mean (Eta = .17).
As we noted in the preceding chapter. mean SEL is also lowest
for respondents raised on farms cr in the country.

Racial Differences in Quick Test Scores. In the last chapter
we stated that black respondents are lower in SEL and have more
siblings than whites; moreover, these relationships are particiuiar-
ly strong when we focus on the half of cu~ black sample who are
in svuthern segregated scheools. Since SEL is strongly related to
QT scores, and since blacks are lower in family fEL than whites,
we would expect on this basis alone to fird some cacial differences
in the QT. Indeed, racial differences in the QT do appear (see
Figure 4-8), and they are somewhat parallel to the racial differ-
ences in SEL (see Figure 3-7),

Are the racial differences in the Quick Test nothing more
than a ''reflection’ of the family's socioeconomic level? The ev-
idence already presented suggests they are not. If the racial dif-
ferencae tn test scores were simply a reflection of SEL we would
expect the piltern relating race to QT (Figure 4-8) to be a watered
down version of {he pattern relating race to SEL (Figure 3-7)~
“watered down' because QT is only partially predictable from SEL.
In fact just the oppotite is the case. In our sampls, race is more
strongly assoclated with QT scores (Eta = .46) thaa it {s with SEL
(Eta = .29). It would thus be impossible to account for all of our
test score differences In terms of SEL. In particular, we will
shortly see evidence Indicating that the pattern of low test scores
by blacks in southern segregated schools is not dramatically re-
duced by cortrelling SEL.

Muitivariate Analyses of Background Factors and Test Scores

We have found thus far that Quick Tesl scores are strongly
related to socloeconomic level. We huve also seen that other
background factors are related to QT scores—and in very much
the same way that they are related to SEL. Such findings have
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FIGURE 4-§
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FIGURE 4-7

QUICK TEST SCORES
RELATED TO COMMUNITY SiZE
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raised a fundamenial question: after we have taken account of
SEL, do the other background factors add anything new or unique
to our ability to understand or predict QT scores. We will begin
our answer {0 this question by predicting to QT scores that have
had the effects of SEL removed (i.e., controlled statistically).
Later we will examine more complex forms of analysis which
handle 2 number of predictors simultaneously.

Predicition fo Quick Test with SEL Controlled. 1t is a rel-
atively simple matter to create a new variable representing QT
scores 'met of SEL'"—that is, a variable representing the extent
to which an individual's QT score is above or below what would
be expectea for someone with his family's SEL. A glance at Fig-
ure 4-1 will remind us of two things: first, as we move up the
six categories of SEJ. there is a steady increase i{n mean level
of QT scores; secord, there s still a good deal of variation in
QT scores within each category of SEL. It follows then that re-
moving the effects of SEL will taake an important difference, but
it also follows that there is muct remaining variation in QT scores
to be ex,lained after SEL is re.noved. Our "QT net of SEL" score
is calculated in a straightforward fashion: beginning with an in-
dividual's actual QT score, we then subtract the mean QT score
for his SEL category; the restiting {or residual) score indicates
the extent to which his QT performance is above {if the resulting
score if positive) or below (if negative) ¢he score predicted on
the bas!s of SEL.5

We are now in a position to see which family background
factors are related to QT net of SEL. We find that most of the
original relationships with QT scores are cut roughly in half when
SEL is removed. A good example of this effect Is presented in
Figure 4-9; the relationship between family size and QT (sclid
line) reappears in attenuated form when family size is related to
QT net of SEL (broken line). In other words, the predictive or
explanatory value of family size is reduced, but not comgletely
eliminated, when SEL is givan first chance in predicting QT scores.

5For those unfamiliar with it«8 sort of procedure, an illustration m:y
help to clariy it. Consider two individuals, "A" aud "B", each with a
QT score of 106. A is in SEL category two (nert to lowest) while B is
in SEL category four. A's "QT net of SEL" score is equa) to 108 minus
101.9 (the mean SEL for ali respordents in SEL category twoj, or 4.1
B's score {8 106 minus 110.8 {the mean ior SEL category four), or minus
4.8. In other words, A's Brore of 106 on the QT is about four points
higher than would be expected from knowing his SE). whereas B's score
of 106 is nearly five poirts lower than his SEL would lead us to predict,
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(Of course, we have not established that SEL should be given first
chance in prediction; we will turn to that issue later in this chap-
ter.)

A number of other relationships may be summarized quickly.
The difference in QT scores between boys in intact families and
those broken by divorce 18 reduced from about five points to less
than three, when SEL is controlted. Relationships between reli-
gious preference and QT remain in atienuated form when SEL is
controlled (Eta is reduced from .26 to .12). Other effzcts of
looking at QT net of SEL ars as follows: {a) Boys raised on
farms average about two QT points below the grand meau, but all
other differences related to community size digappear. (b) The
already small assoclation between QT and family reictions is re-
ducad to the point of having no practical importance. (c)} Sim-
flarly, the relationship between famnily political preference and QT
becomes very small; the largest Jdepartures from the grand mean
are just over one QT point.

Racial differences with SEL controlled are presented in Fig-
ure 4-10. The figure provides a ccntrast between {(a) racizl dif-
ferences with no statistical controls and (b) those same differences
with SEL controlied. Controlling SEL leads to a reduction in
black-white differences in all three subcategories of black re-
spondents; however, a very large discrepancy remains between
whites and those blacks in our sample wh> are in southern seg-
regated schools.

Multiple Classification Analysis. (Ve have thus far used a-
nalysis technigues that deal with only one or two variables at a
time. When a question involved more than two variables, we re-
duced it to a sequence of tvro-variable relations. For example,
in order to look at the relatiunslip between race and QT wiih SEL
controlled, we first used two variables (QT anc SEL) to build a
single new variable ("QT net of SEJ"), and then related that new
variable to race. However, more complex analyses, such as pre-
dicting the Q7" using SEL and family size and religlons preference,
require gophisticated multivariate techniques. One technique, par-
ticularly well-suited to our purposes, is Multiple Classification
Analysis (MCA).$

Our purpose in this section 18 to describe MCA and provide
some examples of the ways in walch we will use it. In doing so
we have chosen to present MCA primarily in terms of what it can

6The discusslon to follow draws heavily on teveral other descriptions
of Multiple Classification Analysis: Andrews, Morgas and Sonquist (1167),
Blau and Duncan (1967), Scoquist (1969), and Bar{ield and Morgan (1459).
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FIGURE 4-10
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do for us, with less emphasis on exactly how it does it. For those
who wish it, a more complete discussion of the MCA model and
the corresponding computer program is available {Andrews, et al.,
1967).

We noted in Chaplerl that this monograph is designed o
be read by those with limited slatistical ivaining. The present
section is likely to prove a bit demanding for some, in spite of
our efforts to present MCA in simple und intuitively meaningful
terms. In our judgment, this chapter and the vest of the monograph
will be best undersiood by those who do familiavize themselves
with MCA, as discussed in the present section. On the other hand,
it is quite possible for a reader to "take our word fov ' when
it comes ta interpreting multivarviate analyses; those who prefer
this approack may wish to skip ahead to the next major section,
which deals with racial differences in Quick Test scores.

MCA permits us to predict a criterion dimension, say QT
scores, using a number of background factoss {or predictor di-
mensions) simultaneously. The procedure operates as follows:
weo begin with the mean of QT scores for all respondents (the
grand mean)—this represeits our best guess about 2ny individual's
QT score if we know nothing else about him. Then from that
starting point we make adjustments upward or downward accorcing
to whatever information we have abouat the individual. These ad-
justments to the grand mean represent the effects of that indi-
vidual's background—how he ranks along the predictor dimensions
under consideration. In essence, the procedure calls for computing
mean criterion s:ores for each catgégory of a predictor dimzusion;
thus it is analogous to the sort ci snalyees displayed in Figures
4-1through 4-8. The difference is that MCA provides an estimate
of the effect of each prediclor as if il were unccrrelaled with all
other predictors. To put it another /ay, when MCA is examining
the offects of a particular predictor category (e.g., the category
vseven or more siblings") it estimates what the effects of that
category would be if other background factors (e.g., race and SEL)
were distributed within t.at category exactly as they are for the
total sample.

For example, consider a respondent with the following char-
acterlstics:

(a) he is black and attending a southern segregated school

{category 4 on our five-category race variable).

() he is in the next to lowest (second) { mily SEL category,

and

(c) he has five siblings.
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On the average, black respondents in southern segregated
schools are 21.4 QT points below the grand mean. We've seen,
however, that the background factors are highly interrelated—being
in a southern segregated school goes hand in hand with low SEL
and a large number of siblings. All of them contribute in some
way to the minus 21.4 QT points. In this example we want to
estimate how race predicts to QT score without the intluence of
other background factors—SEL and number of siblings. The MCA
technique permits us to estimate that southern blacks in segregated
schools would be 16.2 QT points below the grand mean, if re-
spondents in this category were distiibuted like the total sample
in terms of SEL und family size.

Any one of the other background factors could be similarly
isolated. Instead of race we might take SEL. The mean QT for
all those in the next to lowest SEL category is 6.6 points below
the grand mean: Again, that figure represents the raclal and
family size characteristics of persons in *hat SEL category. The
MCA technlque, however, can estimate t.e QT score if race and
family size in the lowest SEL category were distributed the same
way they are in the total sample. The MCA estimate of the effect
of belng in the next to the lowest SEL category is 4.4 QT points
below the grand mean.

Similar estimates could be made for number of siblings.
The MCA prediction to QT scores from a family the size of our
example—-five siblings—reduces QT scores from 2.. points to 0.9
points below the grand mean,

The figures we've just been discussing are presented in Table
4-2. The first column, which presents the three »ffects with no
adjustment, might suggest that our fillustrative respondent would
end up a total of 30.7 QT points below the grand mean. But that
form of estimate, which fails to make any adjustment for inter-
correlated predictors, is something like triple jeopardy. By way
of contrast, the total of adjusted estima*2s in the second column
{adjusted for intercorrelation among three predictors) leads vus to
predict a more realistic 21.5 QT points below the grand mean,
This happens to be just about the average for all black respond-
ents in southern segregated schools.

It may be useful to explain the difference between these
MCA data and the data examined earller (Figure 4-10) relating
race to "QT net of SEL." There is a subtle but important dif-
ference; MCA looks at predictors simultaneously and adjusts each
predictor to take some account of its relationship with the other
predictor(s), whereas the analysis presented in Figure 4-10 al-
lowed the race variable to predict only to the variation left in QT
scores after the full effect of SEL has been removed.
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TABLE 4-2

EXAMPLE OF ADJUSTX-NTS IN QUICK TEST SCURES
FOR INTERCORRELATED PREDICTORS

(1) «
Unadjusted Adjusted
Zffects on Effects with
Category Grand Mean 3 Predi-tcrs
Southern sep.egated
bdlack (race category) -21.4 ~16.2
Second SEL category -6.6 =44
Five ¢ibling~ ~2.7 -0.9
Total estimated effect
oa grand mean =337 -21.5

This distinction s further illustrated in Tahle 4-3, where
three different wuys of reiating predictors to a criterion ar¢c com-
pared. First, we can consider the relationship for one predictor
unadjusted for any other effects, shown in the first column. Sec-
ond, we can constder the unigue eficcts of a predictor after ra-
moving all effects that could be altributed to another predictor—
in other words, we can predict to residual: In thc lower half
of the second column are shown the unique effects of race on QT
after removing the effects of SEL; in the upper half of that column
is the reverse relationship, showing what would happen in the un-
likely event that we had attempted to predict QT scores first from
race and see how the residual variation in QT is predicteé by
SEL. Of course, there {8 some variation in QT that cannot be
assigned uniquely to either race or SEL, because there fs cor-
siderable overlap between these predictors {n their ielationship to
QT. MCA deals with this problem by assigning some »f this over-
lapping effect to each of the predictors. The effects of this ap-
proach are shown in the third column.

Now let us compare the three columns in Table 4-3, and
contrast the findings that emerge from the three ways of relating
predictors to a criterlon. First, it {8 clear that the largest effects
for either SEL or race appear in the first column when there is
no adjustment for correlation with other predictors. Second, the
smallest effects appear in the second column when we >redict the
residuals—that 1s, when we let the other veriable go first i» a
step-wise predictive sequance. The results from MCA  third col-
umn) fall in between the first two procedures, but they are n.uch
more similar to the resuits using residuals (second column) then
to the unadjusted relationships (first column).
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TABLE 4-3
TEREE WAYS OF PREDICTING QUICK TEST
FROM KACE (FIVR-CATEGORY) AND Sz,
WOTET Cell entries are in the form of
signed (+ ot -) departures froa the QT
grand mean (108.3) the stundard deviat{on
of QT scorzes for all respondents fs 32.S.
1) @) (3)
Humbet MCA
Predictor of Cases Unadjusted Pred{ction Adjusted
Categories (weighted} Prediction to Residuale® Predictions
cstegovies of SEL:
1 (lowest) 1635 -11.6 =-1.0 =1.%
2 384 ~6.6 -4.6 =5.0
3 687 0.2 -0.6 -0.5
4 648 +2.3 +1.2 +1.5
5 365 +5.5 +3.8 +4.2
6 (highest) 180 +9.8 +8.2 +8.6
9 Miesing Pata 84 -8.0 -4.6 =3.2
Racfal Cstegorfes:
1 (All vhites, 21717 +1.% +1.3 +1.5
2 (Blacks fn fntegrated
schools) 9 -3.6 -2.1 =2.5
3 (Blacks in northera
segregsted achools) 72 -6.9 -4.3 -5.0
& (Blacks {a southern
segregated gchools) 140 -21.4 -15.3 -17.0
9 {(Other racisl
afrvritics) L1 -9.3 =5.4 ~6.5

*I1n the upper half of the teble, STL 48 used to predict "Qr aet of race.” In
the lover half, rece 1s used to predict "QT net of SEL."

'rhe KCA sdfusted predictions in this table sre dased on two predictors; they

do not match exactly the results shown in Table 4-2, uhich sre based on 8
three-predictor snalyeis.
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These illustrations support a generval conclusion that is true
for most of the analyses reported in this monograph: the results
of MCA provide a useful approsimation of the unique effects of
predictors. We will find this acecuate for our purposes, partic-
ularly since this procedurc is much more convenient thia removing
other effects through the use of residuals.

Now let us xeview some of the most basic characteristics
of MCA;

1. MCA can deal with predictors that are only nominal in
form. This is essential, since most of our hackground variables—~
race, broken home, community sizs, religious and political pref-
erences—are of this pature. In fact, predictors must be in cat-
egorical (nominal) form for MCA precedures. This represents no
problem, since any contintous variable can be treated as a series
of categories.

2. MCA can handle missing data on the predictor variables,
simply by treating absence of data as another predictive category.
(This property was illustrated in Table 4-3, where a seventh cat-
egory of SEL consisted of missing data.) This characteristic of
the program is quite valuable when dealing with 2 number of pre-
dictors each of which involves some missing data.

3. MCA can handle a wide range of interrelationships among
predictors and between predictors and criteria. This general-
purpose featur? of MCA means that we can apply the same tech-
nique (o all of our variables, thus avolding the shifting frames of
reference necessitated by alternate modes of analysis. A more
basic advantage of this feature is that MCA can deal directly with
intercorrelations that axe the rule rather than the exception among
background factors.

4. MCA requires that dependent variables be either (a) in-
terval scales—such as test scores, grades, status of aspired oc-
cupation, or (b) dichotomies—~such as planning to go to college or
not. (This restriction presente no problem to us {n this mono-
graph, gince nearly all of our criterion dimensions can be treated
ag approximately cuntinuous and the exceptions are dichotomous
or can be dichotomized.)

5. MCA assumes that the eiiccts of predictor variables are
combined additively; that s, it assuines that there is no interactiun
among predictors. This assumption is of critical importance, for
it means that either the inv.stigator must assume that no appre-
ciable interaction exists (based on the other findings, theory, or
intuition}), or he must search the data for such interactions prior
to applying the MCA technique. Without exceptlen we have chosen
ne latter alternative.

N
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Our strategy in looking for interactions prior to applying
MCA is essentially that proposed by Sonquist '1969) in an article
devoted to "finding variables that work.” The strategy begins with
a computer program termed the Automatic Interaction Detector
(AID). As its name implies, the program is designed to search
for interaction among predictor variables as they relate to any
particular criterion.?

We need spend little time describing the use of AID in the
present study. The technique was applied to each of the criterion
dimensions reported herein. With one important exception, there
were no meaningiful interactions among the predictor dimensions
(i.e., no interactions of the sort that require the construction of
a new variable). Thus we can feel safe in applying MCA with its
assumption of additivity. '

The one exception noted above involves a triple interaction
of race, region, and school integration. We have alrezady noted
that black respondents from southern segregated schools have
scores which set them apart from other subgroups. Later in this
chapter we will say miore about this sperial category. For the
present, it is sufficient tu note that the variable we have termed
"'race” is a special purpose variable that incorporafes the critical
interactive effects of region anid school integratinn.

Thus far we have described MCA in t rms of input—that is,
the type of data it can be used to analyze. in summary, the pro-
gram is very flexible in using predictors—they can be "mere"
nominal scales, have missing data, and be intercorrelated; how-
ever, MCA does assume that the effects of predictors are gdditiva.
The criterion or dependent variables must be ir‘erval scales or
dichotomies. Now let us consider a few of the oufput features of
the MCA program as used in this study.8

TSonqui~t described AID as an algorithm for locating Interaction
Wi 5. "The essence of the algorithm is the sequential appl cation of a
one-way anslysis of variance model. The objective is to partition the sam-
ple into a series of non-overlapping subgroups whose means explaln more
variance than any other competing partition at that stage. Information is
produced whick Indicates whether (and if so, how) anv of the predictors
affect the criterion variable differently in various Impurtant parts of the
sampie." (Sonquist, 1969, p» 85-86).

8The following is adapted directly from the description by Andrews,
et al., (1967), pp. 21-22.
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1. For each category of ecch predictor the MCA srogram
output provides: (a) number of cases in the category, and that
number expressed as a percentage of the total number of cases;
(b} mean value of the dependent variable within the category, i.e.,
the raw mean; (¢) deviation of the category mesn from the grand
mwean (the unadjusted effect of the predictor, as illustrated in col-
unin 1 of Table 4-3); (d) MCA adjusted deviation frc:a the grand
mean after all other predictors have been held constant (as illus-
trated ir columin 3 of Table 4-3).

2.  For each predictor the program output provides: (a) Eta
and Eta?—Eta is the correlation ratio; wher squared, it indicates
the proportion of the variance explazinable by a predictor operating
alone (i.e., without adjustment for correlation with other predic-
tors); (b) Beta and Beta?—statistics directly analogous to Eta and
EtaZ, but based on the adjusfed mezns and thus reflecting the ex-
planatory ability of the predictor with all other predictors held
constant.9 In terms of our illustration in Table 4-3, Eta? rep-
resents the proportion of variance explainable fn terms of the
unadjxsted deviation gcores {n column 1, whereas Beta? represents
that proportion explalnable in terms of the adjusted deviations in
column 3.

3. For all predictors considered together, the program com-
putef the sum of squares which can be explained by all predictors
togelner—and when this is viewed as a percentage of the total suin
of sauares, it indicates how much variance in ¢ir data 1s explained
by all predictors operating simultaneously in an additive model.

The program 2lso computes R, a multiple correlation co-
efficient which i8 adjusted for degrees of freedom. When squared,
this roefficient is usually very slmilar (in our analysis) to the
proportlon of the total sum of squares aitributed to all prediclor:
operating together. The correction for degrees of freedom means
that the R? is slightly smaller (with a sample the size of ours
and the g)redictors we use) than the proportion of variance ex-
plained.!

9 The term Beia i5 used here because the measure is analogous to
the standardized regreesion ccefficis it, f.e. the regression coefficient mui-
tipiied by the standard deviation of the predictor and divided by the stand-
ard deviation of the dependent variable, s0 tha the result IS a measuare
of the number of stsndard deviation units the dep=ndent variable moves
whea the (xplanatory variable changes by one stendard deviation” (Andrews,
et al., 1967, p. 22),

10Unfortunately, estimates corrected for degrees of freedom are &-
vailable only some of the time; in particular, the Eta and Tets statistics
meationed above do not fnclude such a correction. We will sometimes
want to compare proportions of varianze explained at severa' levels; on
these occesions, we will consistently spea: in terms of the uncorrected
proporiion of the total sum of squares in our sample data.
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We turn now from methodological exposition to our first
major application of MCA]

Multiple Prediction to the Quick Test. Let us apply the MCA
technique to the task of predicting Quick Test scores usiné; all of
our background dimensions. Table 4-4 presents Eta, Eta®, Beta,
and Beta? statistics for each background dimensicn predicting to
QT, along with a summary proportion of variunce explaired by the
multiple prediction (using ali eight predictors simultaneously). 1t
This form of summary table, which at once indicates both the
unadjusted (bivariate) relationship and the adjusted (multivariate)
relationship for each predictor, is a very useful starting point in
examining patterns of prediction to a particular criterion. Since
we will rely on similar tibles throughout the remainder of this
volume, let us examine this first specimen in some detail.

The Eta statistics in Table 4-4 correspond directly io the
unadjusted relationships shown in Figures 4-1 through 4-8. The
strongest relationships with QT scores are ‘ound for cceiosconomic
level and race. Number of siblings would. %y itself, account for
only about half as much variance in Q7 scores as would either
SEL or the race measure; however, it is a good deal stronger
predictor (unadjusted) than any of the remaining background var-
iables.

Turning to the Beta? statistics, which refle:* the effects of
adjustment for intercorrelated predictors through MCTA analysis,
we find that the same three background factors are¢ the strongest
predictors. But when we compare Eta? with Beta? for each var-
iable, we also find that th2 adjustment procedure operates some-
what differently from one predictor to another. Specifically, the
adjusted effect for SEL is noticeably lower than the effect for race,
whereas their unadjuste effects were nearly the same size; prr-
haps more striking is the ver, _reat reduction in effect for num-
ber of siblings, when adjusted for the contribution of other pie-
dictors. We discovered earlier in this chapter that a good deal
of the relationship between QT and number of siblings could also
be explawned in terms of SEL. We mention it again here to illus-

11There is a bit of redundancy in presenting both squared and un-
squared values for Eta and Beta; however, we consider it desirable be-
cause the discussions and displays ti:at follow make use of these relation-
ships in both forms  Figures that relate a predictor to a criterion cor-
respond most closely to the unsquared versions of these statistics; for
example, the "slope" of the relationship shown in Figure 4-1 corresponds
roughly to the Eta statistic. On the other hand, when we consider per-
centages of variance we can explain, the Fta2 (and also Beta?) statictics
are more appregriate.

844
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TABLY 4-4

MULTIPLE CLASSIFICATION ANALYSIS OF BACKGROUND FACTORS
PREDICTING TO TRE QUICK TEST

PREDICTING PREDICTING FROM
FROX EACH 8 BACKGROUND
CRARACTERISTIC CHARACTERISTICS
SEPARATELY SIMULTANEOUSLY
Ets zuz Beta Betlz
BACKGROUND FREDICTORS:
Socicecononic Level K1) .198 .26 067
Nurber of Siblings .33 $111 .13 .016
Broken Hope .14 .020 .02 .001
Family Relations .16 026 .08 007
Religious Preference .26 .068 .11 W11
Family Political Preference .13 017 L5 .003
Community Sire .17 .028 06 »004
Race (Five-Category) 46 209 .32 101
R = 584
2% L34
Percent
Variance

Explained = 32,3

Eta!iu the correlatfon ratfo unadjusted.

Eta” 1a the explained qum of squares unadjuited,

Rctnlln the correlation tatio sdjusted for effrats of other predictors.

Beta” s the explained aum of squares adjusted for effects of other predictors.

R'II the muleiple correlatfon coefficient corrected for degrees of freedoa.

R" indicates the proportion of varfance in tha dependent varisdle explained by
a1l predictora together after correcting for degreea of freedom.

The Percent Variance Explained 1s the percentage of varlance in the
dependent varfable explained by all predictors togethe. with no cosvectfcn
for degreea of freedom.

For Further Jeacrfptfon of thess statfatica, see the section on Multiple
rlapsification Analysis in Chapter &,
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trate that in this case a single, general-purpose application of
MCA leads us to the same hasic conclusion as the more difficult
and costly prediction to residusls—i.e., QT net of SEL"—shown
in Figure 4-9,

The Eta? and Beta? statistics for the remaining predictors
in Table 4-4 are also consistent with what we learned earlier in
the chapter. Their unadjusted effects (Eta2) are rather small to
begin with, and when we adjust for SEL and other predictor var-
iables (Betaz) their effects are reduced nearly to zero. To put
it another way, the Beta2 statistics in Table 4-4 lead us to sup-
pose that we could do a fair job of predicting QT scores using
only measures of race, SEL, and number of siblings—and that we
would not account for much more of the variance by adding the
five other background predictors. Let us test that supposition
further.

Using all eight background predictors simultaneously in the
MCA model, we can account for 35.3 percent of the variance in
QT scores (see Table 4-4). Rcpeating the MCA, this time using
only race, SEL, and number of siblings as predictors, we account
for 33.0 percent of the variance. Thus we conclude that adding
the other five predictors enables us to account for only an addi-
tional 2,3 percent of the QT varfance.12

Given that three background variables, SEL, race, and num-
ber of siblings, are the most important predictors of QT scores,
we have yet to deal adequately with the relative importance of
each of these predictors. This issue is often raised simply in
terras of how much variance in the criterfon 1s attributable to
each predictor. When we deal with correlated predictors, how-
ever, there Is no single correct statement about how much var-
iance is attributable to any single predictor. We can, however,
usually place some upper and lower boundaries on the varfance
accounted for—and then make some judgments about the relative
importance of different predictors.

Ordinarily, the largest effect we could attribute to a pre-
dictor appears when no adiustment is made for other correlated
predictors; and the Eta? etalistics in Table 4-4 show the size of
such effects for all of owr predictors. Thus we can say that if

12Actually, the contribution of the additional five predictors is slightly
exaggerated because of our uce of an uncorrected measure of varien-e
accounted for. If we comp:re the squared multiple correlation coefficients
(R?), which do involve a ccrrection for degrees of freedom, we fird values
of .341 and .326 for eight versus three predictors (respectively). "Thus in
adding five more predictors we are accounting fur e estimated 1.5 pec-
cent additlonsl population variaznce in QT,
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we hased our prediction of QT scores on SEL alone, we could ac-
count for 19.8 percent of the variance in our sample; predicting
from our -~ace measure alone, we could account for 20.9 percent
of the variance; and predicting from number of siblings, we could
account for 11.1 percent of the variance. If there effects were
not overlapping, due to correlated predictors, we could simply
add the Eta2 values to arrive at a total of 61.9 percent of the QT
variance attributable to our three predictors. In fact, however,
they account for only 33.0 percent.

The combined prediction is, of couree, a good deal larger
than the effect of any one of the predictors operating alone. But
we do not yet know whether the combined predtction based on three
variables is much better than a prediction based on two of the
three. For example, would a prediction buased on SEL and race
be almost a8 good as the one that also incluces number of siblings
as a predictor? A glance at the Beta? column In Table 4-4 sug-
gests that it might. But to answer the qu2stion accurately, we
need to run the MC# predicting to QT scares from just two var-
fables—SEL and race. Performing the analysis, we {ind indeed
that 31.3 percent of the variance is predictabls fr¢m SEL and race.
And now we are in a position to say that adding number of siblings
a3 a predictor explains an additional 1.7 percent of the variance
(which {s the difference between the 31.3 percent value based on
two predictors and the 33.0 percent value based on three predic-
tors). This 1.7 percent of variance expiained represents a sort
of lower boundary on the variance attributable tc our number of
siblings variable. It is the explanatory power unique to this var-
iable, that is, after the effects of the other {wo predictors have
been deducted. Of course, it night be a bit arbitrary to place
this particular variable l:st in the predictive sequence, so we
have also calculated the unique contribution ¢. the other two var-
iables in the same fashlon.

Table 4-5 sumiaarizes the several effects we have been dis-
cussing and shows the unique contribution (or net effect) of each
of our three predictors. We find the largzst net effect for race,
with SEL a close second, and nuniber of siblings a weak third.
This would seem to indicate that racial diiferences are the most
importint determinants of test scores; bat we have already noted
that the »eal difference is associated with a combination of race,
reglon, and segregation. We have deferred the explanation of this
combination varlable; we can now deal with it more adeguately.
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TABLE 4-~5

ALTERNATIVE PREDICTIONS TO QUICK TEST SCORES USING
SEL, NUMBER OF SIBLINGS, AND RACE (FIVE-CATEGORY)

Percent of Total

Predictor Variable(s) QT Sum of Squares
1. Socfoeconomic Level 19.8
2. ¥umber of Siblings 13,1
3. Race (Five-Category) 20.9
4, Socioceconomic Levsl plus Kunber of Siblings 23.6
5. Socioeconomic Level plus Race 31.3
6. nuzber of Siblings plus Race 25,2
7. Socioceconomic Level pius Number of Siblinge plus Race 33,0
8. Socloecooomic Level pet of Number of Siblings and

Race (7 ainus 6) 7.8
9. Kumber of Siblings pet of Socloceconoalc Level and

Race (7 ainus 5) 1.8
10, Race net of Socioecononic Level and Nuaber of Siblings

(7 minus &) 9.4

Raocial Differences in Quick Test Scores

We mentioned in Ch-nter 2 3ome of our reasons for using
a race dimension which incorporated distincticns based on reglon
and school segregation. We began our preliminary analyses of
backgroand variables knowing that we, like other investigators,
would find racial differences in socioeconomic level, test scores,
and other dimensions; and indeed, s'ich differences were immedi-
ately evident in the data. Given the differences in test scores,
we were Interested in the extent to which they were explainable
in terms of SEL and other factors. We found that controlling for
SEL reduced racial differences in QT scores only moderately
(Bachman, 1068). But when we set out to compare matched white
and black studente from the same schools, we confronted two im-
portant facts. First, the majority of black students attend schools
that have no white students, making it impossible to match them
with whites from the srme schoo). Second, those blacks who could
be matched with whites (because they were in integrated schools)
were only about five QT points lower ttin the matched whites, in
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contrast ta an over-all differance of fifteen points between blacks
and whites. This reduction in difference appeared because the
blacks in integrated schools have much higher QT scores than the
blacks in segregated schools; for the whites in our sample, how-
ever, ‘here are no test score differeaces associated with integra-
tion (Mednick, 1968\,

Based on early {findings, we decided that it would be mis-
leading to group all black students together, and we have consist-
ently distinyuished between blacks in integrated schools and those
in segregated schools. We had not orginally intended in this
monograph to deal with regional differences. However, some early
exploration of region and race made it abundantly clear that re-
glonal differences should not be ignored.!3

Quick Test Scoves Related to Region and Race, Table 4-6
presents QT scores for each region separately for whites, blacks
in integrated schools, and blacks in segregated schools {the 45
cases in other minority groups are not shown in the table). 14
Part A presents mean QT scores and also indicates the number
of cases for each subgroup; Part B presents subgroup means for
the residual score "QT net of SEL'—thus pioviding an indication
of racial and reglpnul differences after the effects of socioeconomic
level have been removed,

1he regional differences for whites, after effects of SEL have
been removed (see Part B of Table 4-6), are small and of little
importance. Whites in the Northeact are abcut 2 QT points above
the national average for whites, whereas those in the West are 1
point below the national average. For blacks in integrated schools,
there are no differences that can meaningfully be attributed to
region. On the other hand, when we look at reglonal diiferences
for segregateri blacks we find large and highly reliable differences.
The aradjusted QT scores for gegregated blacks in the South are
rearly 14 points lower than the North Ceniral group; after adjust-
ment for SEL the difference remains greater than 17 points. (Note

" 13Thanks are due o our colleague, Dr. Patricia Gurin, for urging
the importance of examining regional differences in the present morograph.
40ur regional grouping has been uced for some years by the Survey
Research Center, The Noitheast region consists of Connecticut, Maine,
Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jcrsey, New York, Pennsylvania,
Rhode 13'ard, Vermont, The North Central reglon Includes Illinois, Indiuna,
fowa, Kansas, Michigan, Mtinnesota, Missouri, North Dakota, Nebraska,
Ohlo, South Dakota, “Wisconsin, The South consists of Alab..ma, Arkensas,
Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiszna, Maryland, Mississippi,
North Cerolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessce, Texas, Virginia,
Washington, D.C., West Virginia. The Wes! includes Alasha, Arizona,
California, Colorado, Hawali, Idaho, Montana, Nevt 1a, New Mexico, Oregon,
Utah, Washington, Wyoming,
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TABLE 4-6
REGIONAL D1FFERENCFS IN QUICK TEST SCORES
Region
North-~ North
east Central West South Total
All whites 112.6 110.4 109.4 109.3 110.4

xw (N=445) {N=623) (N=324) (N=520) (N=1912)
J ¢
E'é Blacks in
g integrated
34 schools 108.7 L - 104.6 104.9
=8 (§=32) (§=9) (=11} (N=21) (N=73)
< Blacke in
o segregated
K] tchools 8 100.8 none in | 87.1 92.0

(N=32) (K=58) sample { (N=111) (N=183)
B: All whites 3.2 0.9 -0.2 1.1 1.3
£d
e?  Blacks in
3%  1iategrated
i a a
¥,  schools -0.5 * s -1.3 -2.1
PE

Blacks in

I segregated none in
o schools Ll -5.1 sample -15.3 -11.6

NOTE: Cell entefes fn Psrt B are mean values for the rsaidusl score "QT
net of SEL." They fndicate the extent and d{rection 0f svbgroup departure from
the grand mean, after the effects of aocfoeconomic level have been temoved.
Thus, for exasple, the entry for »11 whites in the Northesst indicates that
they average 3.2 QT points above the grand wean after controlling for SEL.

%yeans based on fever than 20 cases are not presented.
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that this is not simply a regional difference, since integrafed blacks
are relatively as well off in the South as in any other region.)
In shor?, there is really only one important difference in Table
4-6—southern blacks in segregated schools fall far below the na-
tional average for Quick Test scores, even after adjusting for SEL.

The differences shown in Table 4-6 led ue to examine dis-
tributions of Quick Test scores separately for racial subgroups.
Figure 4-11 shows dramatically the fact we already have noted—
there is relatively little difference in QI scores hetween whites
and integrated blacks in our sample; however, southern blacks in
segregated schools show a markedly differert distrioution. In-
deed, the QT distribution for southern segregated blacks is so
different that we decided to re-examine our predictions of QT,
excluding this subgroup from our analysis.

Analyses Excluding Racial Subgroups. How different would
our findings be if we related background factors to QT scorcs in
all of our sample except southern segregated blacks? It seems
obvious that the predictive effect of race as a background variable
(i.e., its ability to account for varlance) would be reduced; r:arly
half of our black sample would be removed, and much of any
change might be attributed to that reduction aioce. As a check
against this possibility, we decided to include a parallel analysis
which excludes the other half of the black sample—those in in-
tegrated schools and in northern segregated schools.

Table 4-7 {s an expansion of Table 4-4; it presents MCA
data relating background factors to QT under three conditions,
total sample (column A), sample minus southern segregated blacks
{column B}, and sample minus all other blacks (column C). First
let us compare columns A and B, to see the effect of removing
southern segregated blacks from the analysis. At the top of the
table we find that the unadjusted effects (Eta?) for SEL and number
of siblings are lowered when southern segregsled blacks are ex-
cluded. This is not surprlsing, since the excluded group is very
low in SEL and high in number of siblings. On the other hand,
the adjusted effects (Beta?) for SEL and number of siblings zre
not reduced at alll® Columns A and B do not differ greatly for

— 151n fact, the BetaZ values for SEL and number of siblirgs are a bit
tigher In column B than in column A. This comes about because of the
reduced variance of QT scores in column B, rather than because of a
vheightened” effect of SEL. To put it another way, we can say that meen
QT gcores {icrease shout 2.5 points each tlme we move up one category
on our SEL scale—and this holds whether or not the analysis excludes
southern segregated blacks. However, when (hat subgroup is excluded,
there s less overall variation in QT scores, thus meking our increase of
2.5 QT polnts per level of STL a relatively more Important relationship
(reflected in the slightly higher Beta?.

9l
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PERCENT OF CASES

FIGURE 4-11

DISTRIBUTION OF QUICK TEST SCORES FOR WHITES,
INTEGRATEDP BLACKS, AND SOUTHERN SEGRECATED PLACKS
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Background Predfctors

Socfoecorcaic level
Number of siblings
Broken home

Family relations
Reiigious preference

Family po)itical
preference

Commun ity size

Rece (Five-catesory)

Grend Mean

Standard Devjatfon

Proportion of total sum
of squares explained by
all eight variables
simultaneously in MCA

TABLE 4-7
BACKGRCUND 1 REDICTIONS TO QUICK TEST:

YOUTH IN TRANSITION

EFFEC.S OF EXCLUDING
RACIAL SUBGROUPS IN MULTIPLE CLASSIFICATION ANALYSIS

A B C

Total Sewpl: Excluding South-  Excluding Inr.:-
(N=2213) ern Segregated giate.. and Wor-
Blacks (N=2102) thern Segregated
Btacks (N=2068)

Etaz Belak EE!E Bela{ Etaz ggtaz
.198 071 .15y .082 .203 .076
A1 ,005 .07 .019 .10 .016
.020  .001 .009 .00 .015  .0C0
.026  .007 .023 .007 ,024 .00}
052 .010 041 L014 .050 .010
L0177 .003 .018 004 .014 )2
.028 004 019 .004 .034 004
.2.0 101 »C46 015 .209  ,103

108.5 109.7 108.8

12.5 i1.1 12,4

352 a2 .358
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the other predictor variables excepting, of course, race. With no
adjustments (Eta?) we find that the proportion of variance explained
by race drops from 21.0 percent to 4.4 vercent when we exclude
southern segregated biacks; the adjusted relationst ,s (Beta2) show
a similarly drastic reduction.

But to what extent are these changes simply the result of
cutting the number of black cases roughly in half? The answer
can be seen in column C, which presents corresponding data with
the “other half" of our black cases excluded. The figures in coi-
umn C are strikingly similar to those for the whole sam,le in
column A, and the similarity holds even when the background pre-
dictor is race. A glance at the means and standard deviations
in Table 4-7 adds further evidence in support of the basic con-
clusion: it inakes virtually ro difference in the overall picture
wh.ther we exclude the half of ¢ir black cases who attend inte-
grated cr northern segregated schols, but a noticeable difference
appes=s when we exclude those in southern segregated schools.

v~c further bit of data m:y be added here to summarize
what we have learned from our analyses exciuding raciel sub-
groups. In Table 4-5, when we assigned proportions of the total
QT variance w different comhiaations, of predictors, we found that
our race variable accounts for 9.4 percent of the varfance after
the effects of SEL and number of siblings are removed. A rep-
etition of that analysis leaving out integrated blacks and those in
northern segregated schools does not change the figure at all (it
becomes 9.5 percent). But whea the analysis is carried out ex-
cluding southern segregated blacks, race minus the effects of SEL
and number of siblings accounts for only 1,6 percent of the QT
variance. In short, it appears that race is an important predictor
of QT scores for our sample only when we include bluck students
in a handful of southern segregated schools; it dces not predict
well in southern integrated schools snd in the North.

Five All-Black Schools in the South. In a monograph de-
voted to the effects . background, we have been reluctant to focus
attention on schools. Moreover, the analysis of school effects will
be fully reported in a later monograph. The inquiry Into the nature
of racial diiferences in our sample has led us, nevertheless, to
focvs on schools. We found first that the great majority of black
respondents were located in cnly 9 of 87 sample schools. We
also found that just § of these &chools, located in the South, ac-
counted for most of those black respondents who were very low
in Quick Test scorec. We therafore felt that some description of
these 5 all-black southern schools ani the differences among them
should be reported in thls volume,
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TABLE 4-8
DESCRIPTION OF FIVE SOUTHERN SEGREGATED SCHOOLS

Actusl Number of Ke.n Score
Number of Weighted on Quick
School Respondents Casea Test
(¢ 11 42 81.4
() 19 19 93.4
(3) 14 14 95.4
{4} 32 L8 82.7
{5) 17 17 99.5

The 140 welghted cares in the category of southern segre-
gated blacks are based on a total of 111 acteal respondents, 29
ot ~hom wele glven double weight in order to increase the over-
all accuracy of onr sample (see Chapter 1). Table 4-8 presents
the actual number cf respondeats, the number of weighted . asgs,
and the mean QT scores for each of the five schools under con-
sideraijon. Two schools {number 1 and number 4) contribute 90
of 140 weighted cases; =nioreover, mean QT scores for these
schools are subutantially lower than for the other three. These
same two schools are In rural areas in the Jicep South, whercas
the other thrce are in metrcpolitan areas. In short, other factors
are cenfoundea hire with race, region, and segregation.

We expected to find these five schools drastically differen:
from the average in expenditure per pupll, classroom size, and
other dimensions commonly treated as indicators of school quality.
All flve, and especlaliy the two rural ones, do tend to be below
average on such organizational dimensfors as principal's salary,
mea'1 level of teacher €ducation, and the like. But these differ-
ences were not au striking as we initlally expected. In fact, it
is likely that even when we complete more refined analyses of
school organizational data, our findings will not indicate that the
school systems are primarily responsible for the distinctively dif-
ferent test performance of segregated black respondents in the
South.

Summary Appraisal of Ractal Difference in Test Scores.
What can we conclude from this analysis of racial differences in
Quick Test scores? Given racial subgroups that are small ard
confounded with reelon, community size, and segregation, any con-
clusions must be tentrtive. 1hey may nevertheless be useful in
thelr own right and suggest some pessibilities for analyses based
on larger samples than ours.

945

e




y
a:
4

o Al

ey s

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic

INTELLECTUAL APTITUDES AND ABILITIES 83

The most important and most general conclusion is that black
respondents are not homogeneous in intelligence. On the Jontrary,
the variance in Quick Test scores is a good deal larger for blacks
thun for whites in our sample. Morenver, it appears that “lak
respondents can be grouped in threc or four categories thai differ
meaningfully in QT scores: those in integrated schools scored
highest; those in northern segregited schools wore next highest;
those In southern segregated schools were low, with by far the
lowest scores occurring in two rural schools in the deep South.

The diversity in intelligence among these black groups led
to a major gecisiun for later analyses. Wheneves we found indi-
cations of racial gifferences along other dimensions (such as at-
titudes, aspirations, and mental health), we have not simply sum-
marized them as differences between blacks and whites. We have
examined the black subgroups separatc'y to see just where the
differences are occurring. The diversity ir. QT scores among
various blazk groups does 1ot mean that other dimensions will
follow the same pattern. It is, however, a question worth inves-
tigating careiully.

A second conclusion is that black respondents in integrated
schools are very similar to whites in QT inteillgence scores. In-
deed, when we control SEL the difference betweer whites and in-
tegrated blacks is only 3.3 QT points. And, of course, we have
rot done a perfect job of controlling socioeconomin differences or
school enviror.uent. Even though we have invested much in oor
measurement ¢! SEL, we surely are not completely successful in
our altemnpts to cort. .l it statistically. Moreover, we cannot say
that the black students in integrated schoois have received "equal"
treatment throughout their school 2xperience. Some spent their
grade rcliool years in segregated s:hools; and some spent thelr
high school years in couise programs that are largely segregat-
ed. In short, statistical controls for SEL and school experience
are at best only ajproximations; and because of this, we cannot
conclude that even the small difference of 3.3 QT polnts would
remaln 1. other factors were fully and completely controlled. (In-
cidentally, we find differences of this small magnitude occurring

tween other groups also; for example, the difference between
whites in the Northeast and whites in the West, with SEL con-
trolled, is 3.4 QT points.)

We do not suppose that our data represent an adequate basis
for reaching firm conclusions about the effects of school integration
and segregation. We have, it is true, found that southern segre-
gated blacks are much lower in QT scores than integrated blacks
in all reglons. But .« say that the low scores of the former group
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are the fault of their schools exclusively would ignore some other
very important findings. For example, the southern segregated
bluck respondents come from families that are far lower in SEL
than any other minority grouping we have examined. Our inter-
pretation would be that the black respondents in southern segre-
gated schools are the products—indeed the victims-—of a social
system of segregation and discrimination far more pervasive than
schools alone. It is quite beyond the scope of this study to de-
terminc what portion of the low scores of this group can be as-
signed to the effects of schools, the wider social milieu, the effects
of pre-natal and post-natal malnutrition, and other factors show
by previous research to be important. Nor can we say with com-
plete certainty that the racial differences we have observed ar.
solrly the products of environment-—our data are certainly not pre-
cise 2nough to rule out all possibility of hereditary differences.
But the most parsimo.fous explanation of these Jata, in our view,
is in terms of the massive enviconmental differences that exist
among the racial subgroups we have been examining.

Our conclusions about rac.al differences 2re limited, as we
said they would be. And we have spacificzily avoided any firm
conclusions about the causes of these differences. Ti spite of
these uncertainties, and in spite of the sampling limitations ac-
knowledged earlier, we feel that the data test scores and race
add evidence to the view that so-called ' wial differences" are
primarily—if not exclusively—differences -. cultural and educa-
tional opportunity.

Prediction to Other Test Scores

Early in this chapter we examined several measures of In-
tellectual ability which were Included in our test baitery. We noted
that they tended to be highly correlated with each other and with
the Quick Test. Now when we predict these tests using three
major background factors (socioeconomic level, number of siblings,
and race), we find essentially the same pattern of relationships
ag appeared with the QT. The results are summarized in Table
4-9; the main entry in each cell is the proportion of variance ac-
counted for when the total sample is analyzed, whereas the entries
in parentheses prese.t parallel data omitting southern segregated
blacks.

It {8 clear that the conclusions reached in our analyses of
the QT can be appllied as well to the GATB-J test of vocabulary
and the Gates Test of Reading Comprehension. SEL and the five-
category race variable are the most important predictors of test
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TABLE 4-39

TESTS OF INTELLECTUAL ABILITY PREDICTED
FROM THREE BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS

Perceat of 7est Score Total
Sum of Squares Explained by

Predictor(s) Predictor(s)2
Q.T. GATB-J Gates Job
Infrrmation
1. Socfoeconomic Level 19.8 20.0 18.5 11.3
(13.1) {16.2) (14,2) (8.1)
2, Number of S5{blingy 1.1 10.2 9.3 6.2
(7.2) (7.0) (5.6) (4.3)
3. Race 0.9 16.8 21.6 11.0
(4.4) .70 (1.0) 3.8
4. SEL plus Number of

Siblings Plus Race 3.0 30.1 31.6 18.0
(19.4) (21.1) (1%.2) (11.3)

®Main entries describe total sample (N=2213 cases); parenthetical entrfes
present data for sample minus soutliern segreguted blacks (N=2102 cases).

scores when we consider the tctal sample; and when we add num-
ber of siblings in the predictive equation we can account for over
30 percent of the sample variaace in test scores. However, when
we exclude 111 cases In southern segregated scheols, race be-
comes a far less important predictor, and we can account for only
about 20 percent of the variance in test scores. .

Prediction to the Job Informalion Test. The last column in
Table 4-9 indicates the relationships between the three major back-
ground factors and scores on the Job Information Test. The pat-
tern of relationships repeats, in attenuated form, what we found
for other tests; job information is positively related to SEL, neg-
atively related to family size, and lower among blacks than whites.
Scores on cur Job Information Test are also strongly and pasitively
related to general intellectual ability, as measured by our other
tests. The Quick Test, for example, has a product-moment cor-
relation of .56 with tiie Job Information Test (ser Table 4-1).

This high correlation between the Job Information Test and
rore general tests of {ntellectual ability raises the question men-
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tloned earlier: Does the Job Information Test meausure anything
more thar general intelligence? We cannot provide a complete
answer to that question in this monograph, because a final verdict
will require the use of longitudinal data. We can, however, Ge-
termine whether there 18 any relatior.ship between background fac-
tors and the Job Informaticn Test that is not explainable as iunc-
tioning through intelligence. In more operational terms, the ques-
tion is: Can we predict Job Information scores any better using
a combination of the QT and background factors than we can using
the QT alone? Using a comblination of the QT (bracketed into
five categories), SEL, number of siblings, and race, we can ac-
count for 32.0 percent of the Job Information Test total variance;
the QT alone accounts for 29.1 percent. (Repeating the analysis
with southern segregated blacks excluded leads to the now fa-
miliar reduction in explained variance; QT plus background pre-
dictors accounts for 24.0 percent of the Job Information variance)

Our conclusion is that nearly all of the Impact of back-
ground factors on job information scores can be seen a8 operating
“through' intelligence. This is not to say that family btackground
is any less a causal factor in determining job information—it is
rather to say that there is very little family background causation
that operates independent of intelligence.

What can we say at this point about the Job Information Test
and what it measures? It may be nothing more than a mediocre
test of general inteliige. e; it 18 moderately correlated vwith other
tests of intellectual ability, and its relationship with background
factors can be interpreted as primarily a reflection of background
influences on Intelligence. But the test was initlall; developed to
measure changes In job information during the high sthool years
(see Bachman, et al., 1887), and ils effectiveness as a change
measure remains to be assessed. It is quite possible, for ex-
ample, that different levels of family SEL will be related to chanzes
in job information Curing nigh school. More exciting is the pos-
sibility that changes in job information will oe found to dffer be-
tween schools as a result of different school programs, In short,
we have established thus far only that our Job Informatlon Test
inciudes a substantial coruponent of general intelligence; whether
it measures anything meaningful beyond this remains to he seen.

intelfigence as an Intervening Varivble

In the preceding sectlon we viewed intelligence as being in
the middle of the following causal sequence: family background
influences Intelligence which in turn influences job Informstion.
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Such a variable in the middle of a causal sequence ¢.n be termed
an intervening varviable. In the chapters to follow, there are a
number of o casions when it will be useful to consider the extent
to which family background operates 'through" intelligence as an
Intervering variable. Accordingly, we will grant a sort of special
analytic status to the concept of intelligence, as measured by the
Quick Test.

A model treating intelligence as an intervening variable is
presented in Figure 4-12. In applying this model, we are especial-
ly interested in distinguishing the extent to which family background
effects operate through intelligence (Arrow B) and independent of
intelligence (Arrow C). Let us consider this distinction in opera-
tional terms. First, the independent effect of background char-
acteristics (Arrow C) consists of the increment in explained var-
fance when background characteristics are added to intelligence
as predictors of a criterion. Second, the ,redictive overlap be-
tween background characteristics (as a group) and intelligence—
i.e., the variance In the criterion which could be explaired by
either background factors or intelligence —is interpreled as back-
ground characteristics operating through the intervening variable
intelligerice (Arrow B). This is clearly a theoretically-based in-
terpretation, not a derivation from data; the statistics would be
the same if the predictive overlap were Interpreted as intelligence
operating through background characteristics, but that would be
theoretical nonsense.

Also of interast to us is the unique effect of intellirence
(Arrow A)—the effect that cannot be traced back to background
characteristics (as we've measured them). Operctionally, this
eftect consists of the increment In explained variance when intel-
ligence is added to background characteristics as predictors of
the criterion.

Summoary

In this chapter we have related family background factors
to tests of intellectual abllity. We have also dealt extensively
w th (a) Multiple Classification Analysis—a technique to be used
throughout the rest of this monograph, (b) racial differences in
test scores~which turn out really to be ''raclal-regional-segre-
gational'™ differences, and (c) the conceptualization of intelligence
as an Intervening variable between family background and criterion
dimensions.

We exanined three wfferent tests of intellectual ability: the
Quick Test, an iidividually-administered test of general irlelli-
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FPIGURE 4-12

MODEL SUMMARIZING THE EFFECTS OF
BACKGROUND CHARACTERIST1ICS AND INTELLIGENCE

Arrow A:

Arrow B:

Ariow Ci

Arrows A+8:
Attows BiC:
Arrows A+BICt

Note:

the way this model opeiates.

BACKGROUND
CHARACTERISTICS

INVELL IGEIICE

CRITERION

Effects of intelligence that sre independent of the effects
of background charscteristics

Joint or "overlsyplag" effects of bsckground characteristics
and intelligence; we interpret these ss effects of background
factors opersting through intellfgence 88 an fntervening

variable

Effects of background charscteristics that sre independent
of the effects of intelligence

Totsl effects of intellfgence
Tots] effects .f background chsracteristics
Totsl effects of background cherecterfstfcs plus fatelligeace

Our dats concerning the Job Informatioa Test can be used to illustrate

Intelligence (QT) slone csn sccount for 29.1

percent of the totsl sua of squarcs in the Job Inforwation Test (Arraws A plus
B). The predictfon from background fasctors {socioceconomic level, number of
siblings, snd Tace) sccounts for 18.0 percent of the sum of squares (Arrows B

plus C).

The prediction from background fsctors and intelligencs jolntly

sccounts for 32,0 percent of the sum of squares (Arrows A plus B plus C}. These
values, snd derivations from thea, sre sumssrited below:

AB4C = 32.02
At = 292

2C = 18,02
Thezefors:
A = 14,02

15.1%
C= 2.9%
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gence; a portion of the Gates Reading Survay—a group-administered
test of reading achievement; and Part J of the Geueral Aptitude
Test Battery, a group-administered test of vocabulary. While
these three tests appear to be different, we found them to be higiily
intercorrelated {product-moment correlations from .66 to .71). We
also found them to be quite similar in their patterns of relation-
ship to family background dimensions.

Socioeconomic level i3 a strong and consistent predictor of
test scores. A much weaker predictor, especially with SEL con-
trolled, is family size or number of siblings. The one other im-
portant predictor was found to be race, but our conclusions here
are more complicated. Black students in southern segregatcd
schools are far below whites and other blacks in their test scores.
(Region is not, in other respects, an important predictor of scores.)
Black respondents in integrated schools score close to the average
for all whites, and the similarity increases when SEL is controlled.

Our ability to reach conclusions about racial differences is
limited by our small sample of black students and by their clus-
tering in a few schools; however, for our sample at least, it ap-
pears that racial differences are primarily assoclated with differ-
ences in cultural and educational opportunity.
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Chapter 5
SELF-CONCEPT OF SCHOOL ABILITY

How an irdividual sees nimself is a central feature of his
personality. A self-concept can be favorable or unfavorable, real-
istic or unrealistic. But no matter what the self-concept, it is
an important determinant of what a perscn thinks he can do, and
thus of what he attempts to do and succeeds in doing.

But the term self-concept is broad and elusive. Sucial sci-
entiste share some agreement about what it means at a general
level and share the view that it is an extremely important con-
cept in the study of an individual's personality. But when it comes
to a more precise definition—~especially an operational one—agree-
ment is difficult to find. Our own preference is to focus on spe-
cific dimensions of the self-concept, rather than treating self-
concept as a totality, We acknowledge that any particular di-
mension i8 likely to be more descriptive of some individuals than
of others. On the other hand, it does seem possible to define
some dimencicns of self-concept that are prominent in the think-
ing of large numbers of individuals. For young men in high schcol,
one such dimension is the self-concept of school ability.

Most of our rubjects have spent far more time in schools
than In any other organizational environment. ‘Their school ""work"
is in many ways aualogous to the work roles of adults. But school
work stresses ability and evaluation of performance to a asgree
that is matched by few work roles. In a very literal sense, the
student is consantly being put to the test; a week seldom passes
without some sort of quiz or exam. Like it or not, the student
can scarcely avoid applying his academic abilities to some degree;
and, llke it or not, he must undergo evaluation of those abtlities
by teachers, peers, and himself.

Students are told by aduit society that academic performance
is a valuable—indeed, essential—key to later vocational success.
And the students get the message. In questionnaire reeponses they
strongly endorse academic values such as studying hard and trying
for good grades. Perhaps more dramatic are their answers to
the interview question: “If you had a son, how would you like
him to be different from you?" By far the most prominent re-
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sponses involve academic and intellectual skills. More than onz-
third of our subjects say they would prefer their sons to be smurt-
e, more intelligent, and better students than they consider them-
selves to be.

In short, it seems clear that seli-concept of school ability
is a dimension of great consequence to most young men. [t is
closely related to their success {n the school environment. And
it elgnifies their polential for longer-range success in a culture
that places a premium on intellectual skill.

A Measure of School Ability Self-Concept

Three interview questions dealing with academic ability are
shown tn Teble §-1. The first two questions, which inquire about
self-concept of school ability and self-concept of intelligence, have
very similar distributions of answers; about half the respondents
see themselves as slightly above average, and only one-sixth rate
themselves at all below average. The third question which asks
more specifically about the ability to read leads to a realistic
lowering of self-ratings; fully one-third of the responderts rank
themselves in the below-average categorles. {The response scale
was deliberately designed to make it impossible for a respondent
to rate himself simply as average—he had to choose a position on
either side of that midpoint.)

TABLE 5-1

INTERVIEW MEASJRFS OF ACADEMIC
ABILITY S.1¥-CONCEET

How do you rate Eov fntelligent How good a reader
yourselt .n achool do you think do you think you
ability compared you arc, compaved are, compared
vith those irn your with other boys with other boys
grade in school? your aze? your_ age?

7ar above sversge b3 3 k14 8

Above average g 25% 26T

S1{ghtly above average 47X 822 kk)

Sle{ghtly belew aversge 12X 14X 232

Belos sversge 2% 21 71

Far below sversge _— -t 21

"Less thea 0.51.
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A self-concept of school ability index was formed by com-
bining equally the three items described above. Procuct-moment
correlations among the three questicns range from .29 (school
ability versus reading ability) to .53 (school ability versus intel-
ligence); correlations between ilems and the index range from .74
to .81.

Bockgraund Factars Reloted ta Self-Concept of School Ability

Table 5-2 relates the eight background dimensions, and also
the Quick Test of intelligence, to the self-concept of school ability.
The first two columns ¢f the table present Eta and Eta2 statistics
summarizing the unadjusted relationship betweea each predictor
and the criterion.

Intolligence. Intelligence, as measured by the QT, is clearly
the strongest predictor of the self-concept of school ability (Kta
= .46). The pattern of relationship is shown by the solid line in
Figure 5-1. This finding comes as no surprise, but it is pone-
theless encouraging for two reasons: it suggests that our re-
spondents' self-concepts of school 3hility are somewhat consistent
with reality, and it provides a derree of validation for our self-
concept measure.l

Socioeconomic Level. The second strongest predictor of
school ability self-concept is socioeconomic level (Eta =.33). Such
a relationship was, of course, anticipated; the preceding chapter
demonstrated that SEL is an important predictor of the QT, and
we have just noted that the QT is strongly related to self-concept
of school ability. Tne more interesting issue is whether SEL has
any predictive value above and beyond its association with the QT.
(This is the same basic question we raised in the preceding chap-
ter when we asked whether any part of the relationship between
background factors and the Job Informatfon Tesc is not explainable
as functioning threugh intelligence.)

Data bearing on this issue are presented in the remaining
columns of Table 5-2. The third and fourth columns show the re-
sults of a Multlple Classification Analysis (MCA) using alt cight
background factors as predictors to self-concept of school ability.
The {'fth and sixth columns present results from a parallel MCA,
except that an additional predictor —the Quick Test—is combined
with the eight background factors. A comparison of the two MCA's

IAdditional evidence bearing on the validity of this measure of self-
concept of school sbility may be found in Appendix D. The measure chows
product-moment correlations of .48 with grades (self-report), .34 with col-
lege plans, and 36 with status of aspired occupation,
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TABLE 5-2

MULTIPLE CLASSIFICATION ANALYSTIS OF BACKGROUND FACTORS
PREDICTING TO SELF CONCEPT OF SCHOOL ABILITY

PREDICTING PROM

PREDICTING PREDICTING PROM QUICK TEST AND
FROM EACH 8 BACKGROUND 8 BACKGROUND
CHARACTERISTIC  CHARACTERISTICS CHARACTERISTICS
SEPARATELY SIMULTAREQUSLY SIMULTANEQUSLY
Eta Euz Beta Betnz Beta Benz
BACKGROUND PREDICTORS:
Socloecononric Level .33 106 .26 .069 .16 026
Number of Siblings .21 .045 .13 ,018 .10 .010
Broken Home Q7 .005 .01 000 «01 . 000
Family Relations .19 ,036 .14 .018 .12 L014
Religfous Preference .18 ,031 .09 .009 .07 .00k
Fanfly Political Preference +13 018 .09 .008 .08 006
Communfity Size .11 ,012 .03 .001 .03 .001
Race (Five-Category) 06 .003 .07 .006 .14 ,020
Quick Test of Intelligence .46 «213 .40 163
R= ,386 R = 526
% 140 xle 277
Percent Percent
Variance Varisnce

Explained = 16,4  Explatned = 29.1

Eta,fs the correletion ratfo unadjusted,

Eta" §s the explsined sun of squeres unsdjusted,

Betayfs the correlatfon ratio sdjusted for effects of other predictors.

Beta® 1s the explained sum of squares adjusted for effects of other predfctors.

R,i% the mult{ple corielstion coefficient corrected for degrres of freedom.

R tndicstes the propeition of varfance {n the dependent varisble erplafned by
811 predictors together a’ter corre:ting for degcrees of freedom,

The Peacent Variance Fxplained 11 the percenteze of varisnce in the dependent
veriable explained by all pr:dictors together with o correctfon for
degrees of freedoun.

For further description of thuse atstistics, ree the section on Multiple
Classification Anslysis in Chapter &,
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FIGURE 5-1

SELP-CONCEPT OF SCHOOL ABILITY E
5.6] RELATED TO QUIUK TEST SCORES

SELF-CONCEPT OF SCHOOL ABILITY

=91 92-102 103-113 114-124 12t 550

QU X TEST SCORES

e cOTINECES Unadfusted subg.cup means (Eta s .46).

swwaconnects means adjusted for family background factors (Bets s ,40),

Shaded bars have width proportionzie to subgroup size, helght proportionste
tc one atsndard deviation sbove and belowv unadjusted subgroup mean.

Notet The reassn fcr precenting adjueted means 10 dfecussed la.er in the text,
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for any of the background factors indicates the change in predic-
tive value that occu: s when the QT is added to the set of predic-
tors.

The predictive value of SEL, as the data in Table 5-2 indi-
cate, is sharply reduced but not eliminated when the QT is added
to the predictors. The relationships are presented graphically in
Figure 5-2. The solid line indicates the unadjusted relatlonship;
as SEL increases there is a steady corresponding increase in self-
concept of school ability. The dashed line shows that this rela-
tionship is moderately changed when the other seven background
predictors are added to the equation. The dctted line indicates
the effsct that remains after taking account of intelligence {QT)
plua the other background predictors; in this cese the strength of
the relationship is markedly reduced (the slope of the dctted line
is about half as steep as the solid line.)2

Family Size. Table 5-2 shows the relationship between num-
ber of sihlings and self-concept of school ability (Eta = .21); the
table also {ndicates that this modest relationship is reduced some-
what wher. other background factors and intelligence are taken in-
to account. Figure 5-3 presents these relationships. There is a
fairly steady decline in se€lf-concept of school ability as number
of siblings increases (solid line); the strength of this agsociation
ig reduced when SEL and other background factors are taken into
nccornt {(dashed line), and it is further attenuated when intelligence
{s considered part of the set of predictors (dotted line).

Family Pelations. Table -2 and Figure §-4 preseny the un-
adjusted and adjusted relationships between self-concept of school
ability and our measure of family relatiors. The eflects of the
fai:ily relations variable are about equal in strength to the effects
of family size (Eta = .18); however, because the family relations
measure is not strongly correlated with the o'her background
measures and intellizence, the adjusted relationships show a bit
less change. In otiner words, there appears to be a small positive
relationship betw-en getting along well with one's parents and
having a self-concept of high scholastic ability, and this relation-
ship is largely {ndependent of other background factors and intel-
ligence.

2We consider It less relevant theoretically to ask now much of the
effect of intelligence (QT) on sedf-concept of school ability operates apart
froms SEL and other background dimeasions. For the cake of complete-
ness, however, we have included that relationship in Figure 5-1; the dashed
line indicates the relationship assigacd to the QT by the Multiple Classift-
cation Analysis using nine predictors. Clearly there is little change in
the strong cerrelation between intelligence and self-concept of £chool ability
when the background dimensions ana SEL are controlled.
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PIGURE 5-2

+ SELP-CGNCEPT OF SUHOOL ABILITY
REVATED TO SOCIOECONOMIC LEVEL

4.3 T

4.6 J'

4.0 4

3.8 4

"

3.4 4

SELY-CONCEPT OF SCHOOL ABILIYY,

3.2 4

3.0 4

ol

1 6
(low) (hegh)
SOCIOEQONOMIC LEVEL

m——congects unsdjusted sudbgroup means (Zta = ,33),
wemeconnects means sdjusted for family background factors (Beta = .26),
trnen CONDECES means 8djusted for family background plus {ntellfgence (Bets = .16},
Shaded bars have width propottf{onste to subfroup s{te, height proporticnate
to one standard deviatfon sbove and below unadjusted subgroup mean.

Note: The format used {n thi{s f{gure will de repested throughout the remaining
chapters., The resder is urged to consult Appendix I, vhich discusses this
format and ite ralfonsle. Data corresponding to sll figures sre slsc
presented $n Appendiz 8. :
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FIGURE 5-3

SELF-CONCEPT OF SCHOOL ABILITY
RELATED TQ FAMILY SIZE

SELF~CONCEPT OF SCHOQL ABILITY

2.8 4

wore

NUMBER OF SIBLINGS

e connects unsdjusted sudgroup means (Era = ,21).
ww==connects means adjusted for famlly background factors (Beta = .13).
mrevnconnects wesns adjusted for fanfly backgrur.d plus fntellfSeace (Beta = ,10).
Shaded bars have width propertionate to subgroup sire, height proporticnate

to one standard deviatfon sbove and below unsdjusted subproup bean.
See Appendix E for further {nformaticn and for dyta underlying figures,
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FIGURE S5-4

SELF-CONCEPT OF SCHOOL ABILITY
RELATED TO FAMILY RELATIONS

5.2 +

SELP-CONCEPT OF SCHOOL ABILITY

1 8
(poor) (good)
FANILY RELATICNS

e cONnects unadjusted subgroup means (Eta = .19).
ww=wcotnnects means sdjusted for family background factors (Bets = .14).
mevey connects means Adludted for family backiround plus inteliigence (Beta = .12).
Shaded bars have width proportionate to subgroup size, heflght proportionate
to vane staidard deviation adove and belew unadjusted subgroup mean.
See Appendix E for further information and for data underlying flgurcs.
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A point made earlier bears repeating here. The familv re-
lations measure Is the only background dimension that is highly
subjective in nature. Its correlation with a highly subjective cri-
terion, self-concept of school ability, must be interpreted with
caution. In the next chapters we will deal at greater length with
such problems posed by the measure of family relations.

Race. The data in Table 5-2 that involve our five-category
race variable provide something of a paradox: the effect after
adjustments for intelligence (QT) and other backgruund factors is
much lrrger (Beta = .14) than the unadjusted effect (Eta = .06).
This is not the case for any other predictor in Table 5-2. It rep-
resents what Andrews, e? al., (1967), call the ‘unmasking” effect
of Multiple Classification Analyeis, Figure 5-5 illusirates this
effect. With nothing else controlled (Figure 5-5, solid line), in-
tegrated blacks are identical to whites in their self-concept of
school ability, and southern segregated blacks are somewhat lower
than these groups. But when we control for SEL and other back-
ground factors {dashed line), this effect is reversed somewhat.
When we also control for QT (dotted line), there is a pronounced
tendency for %lacks, especially those In southern segregated
schools, to be relatively higher than whites in self-concept of
school ability.

Now we are faced with an irteresting problem of interpre-
tation. Based on the unadjusted relationship (shown by the solid
line in Figure 5-5), we might conclude that southern segregated
blacks have a relatively low self-image when it comes to school
abllity. However, the adjusted relationships which take into ac-
count measured intelligence and family background (dotied line in
Figure 5-5) suggest that blacks in general, and particularly those
in southern segregated schools, tend if anything to overestimate
their academic ability.

One of the things that makes interpretation difficult is the
very nature of our measure of self-concept of school ability. Re-
spondents were asked to rate themselves 'comparcd with those in
your grade in school" or “compared with other boys your ags.”
In principle, the approprlate reference group would be a very broa
cross-section of young men; however, to the extent that respond-
ents actvally used friends and acquaintances as their reference
group, their answers may contaln some boeilt-in controls for socio-
economic level and intellectual ability. For example, a black re-
spondent in a southern segregated school may quite correctly sce
himself as above average in scholastic ability compared with his
friends, yet he may be closer to the average when compared with
our total sample., In t" '3 example, the respondent has already
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FIGURE 5-5
SELF CONCEPT OF SCHOOL ABILITY
5.4 RELATED TO RACE (F1VE-CATEGORY)
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mwemam connects unadjusted subgroup means (Eta = .06).
o= =connects means adjusted for family background factors f[Beta = ,07).
rees aconnacts means adjusted for family background plus irtelligence {Beta = .14).
Shaded bars have width proportionate to subgroup sire, hefght proporticnate
to one stanjard deviation above and below unadjusted subgroup mean.
See Appendix E for further information and for data underlying figures.
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102 YOUTH IN TRANSITION

matched himself with others of roughly equal socioeconomic level
and intellectual ability; the aGjustments provided by Multiple Clas-
sification Analysis in such a case might actually overcompensate,

Given only a self-concept measure that is relative (i.e., de-
pendent on a reference group), and by its very definition subjective,
it would be difficult to decide whether black respondents tend to
over-estimate or under-estimate their scholastic ability. In later
chapters, however, we will examine criteria such as plans for col-
lege and status of aspired occupation. Such dimensions, while still
somewhat subjective, do not involve some of the reference group
problems mentioned above. They nevertheless show the same sort
of unmasking effect that we noted earlier—black respondents show
lowev aspirations than whites until we take account of family back-
ground and Quick Test scores, and then they show relatively higher
aspirations than whites.

Other Background Characteristics. We have just discussed
four backgrourd dimensions: socioeconomic level, family size,
family relations, and race. These, in addition to intelligeace, show
the strongest adjusted effects on self-concept of school ability.
The remaining four dimensions each show some small unadjusted
relationship; however, these :ffects (like the corresponding ones
in the preceding chapter relating to the Quick Test) are largely
interpretable in terms of socioeconomic level.

Two additional multiple classification analyses were carried
out parallel to those in Table 5-2, except that these analyses omit-
ted the following predictor dimensions: broken home, religious
preference, family political preference, and community size, The
removal of these four predictors led to about a 1 percent reduction
in the varlance explained; in other words, these four background
variables taken together can account for only about 1 percent ad-
ditional varfance in self-concept of school ability. In this chap-
ter, and in those that follow, we will devote little or no discus-
sion to these background predictors that show such small adjusted
effects on a criterlon.

Intelligence Versus Other Background Predictacs of Self-Concept
of Schoaol Ability

The issue of intelligence as an intervening variable was in-
troduced in the preceding chapter. The issue is very appropriate
to the present chapter on seif-concept of school ability; we have
found that intelligence is the strongest predictor of this criterion,
but we also have indications that family background affects this
criterion independ ntly of intelligence. Now, following the proce-

1141



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

fusas

bt

SELF-CONCEPT OF SCHOOL ABILITY 103

dures introduced in Chapter 4, we will try to get a clearer picture
of the extent to which background effects on self-concept of school
ability operate both throvgh and independently of intelligence.

Applying the model presented in Figure 4-12, and using data
from Table 5-2, we can explain a total of 29.1 percent of the
variance in self-concept of school ability as follows: 12.7 percent
represents the independent effects of measured intelligence {arrow
A), 2.8 percent represents the independent effects of background
characteristics (arrow C), and 8.6 percent represents the opera-
tion of background factors through intelligence (arrow B).

In short, self-concept of school ability is influenced consider-~
ably by intelligence, but much of that infiuence can be traced back
to family oackground. In addition, some family background effects
remain above and beyond thuse which operate through intelligence.

Summaory

The ability to do well in school is a matter of great con-
sequence to a young man, Society tells him that academic per-
formance is essential to his later vocational success, and he ac-
cepts that judgment. Accordingly, his self-concept of school ability
is likely to be an important part of his personality.

Our subjects generally rated themselves high in scholas.ic
abilities, including intelligence and reading skill, ©On response
scales that forced an individual to choose a position on either side
of the midpoint, only one-sixth to one-third of the respondents
rated themselves below average. This may reflect a certain de-
fensiveness on the part of some; but considering the significance
of this dimension, some degree of defensiveness may be necescary
to maintain self-esteem.

The most direct determinant of a boy's self-concept of school
abllity is his actual intelllgence (Eta = .46), But behind intelli-
gence lle family background factors that are also important pre-
dictors. Self-concept of school abllity is highest when family
socioeconomic lcvel is high, number of siblings is few, and fam-
ily relations are reported as good. Much of the effect of these
background factors is interpreted as operating via their impact on
intelligence, but some of the eifect i8 independent of measured in-
telligence.

Southern segregated blacks show slightly lower self-concepts
of school ability than do whites; however, once we account for
{amily background and measured intelligence, it no longer ap-
pears that they underrate their academic abllity—in fact, their
sell-concepts on this dimension are if anything relatively higher
than those of whites,
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Chapter 6
MOTIVES

Motives —tendencies to strive for certain goals or outcomes—
are generally thought to be among an individual's more statle
characteristics. Deeply ingrained and formed over a long period
of time, motives seem especially likely to reflect the influence of
family background. In this chapter we will consider a number of
motives as they relate to background factors.

We will examine motives toward school, needs for self-de-
velopment and self-utilization, test anxiety (sometimes interpreted
as the need to avoid failure). and the need for social approval.
We will see that cne measure—family relations—correlates fairly
well with each of these motive dimensions, but the correlations
are somewhat troublesome to interpret.

Before turning to the above topics, let us note two motives
that will not receive detailed discussion in this chapter—the need
for achlevement and the need for affiliation. Early in the inter-
view, respondents were asked to tell three stories in response to
verbal cues from the Thematic Apparcepticn Test.! The interview
procedures followed those used by Gurin, et al., (1960); the use
of verbal stems instead of pictures was dictated by the need to
avold the social-class or racial bias which are intrinsic to the
standard TAT picture cards. The stories were scored for achieve-
ment and affiliation imagery. (See Bachman, et al., 1967, for a
description of the scoring procedures.)

Essentially zero intercorrelations were found among the a-
chievement scores for the three different stories, and the same
was true for the affiliation scores. Total scores for the two
motive dimensions were computed, and multiple classification a-
nalyses were carried out attempting to predict each of the motive
dimenslons from family background factors. The results were
completely disappointing. Family background factors plus intel-
ligence were able to predict a total of 2 percent of the variance
in need for affiliallon, and less than 1 percent of the variance in
need for achievement.

TThe three verbal stems were: two men in & shop working on a
machine; a man working alone In his office a* night; a young man talking
about something important with an clder man (Atkinson, 1958).
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This lack of positive findings should not, in our view, be
taken as clear evidence that needs for achicvement and affiliation
are unaffected by the background dimensions we are examining.
It is far more likeiy that the motive measures we used lack va-
lidity. In addition to the absence of inter-story correlation and
the lack of relationship with family background measures, we {ind
that the motive measures are nnot meaningfully correlated with any
other criterion dimensions (see Appendix D).

It was to be expected, of course, that some of our measures
would not prove successful. In spite of considerable effort by the
interviewers, the respondents, and the scorers, these projective
measures were not effertive in our application. The reasons for
this failure in measurement are not clear; methodological explan-
atlons might focus on the use of verbal cues rather than pictures,
or the ract that the respondents had to dictate their stories to an
interviewer rather than writing them. In any event, it is regret-
table that the loss involves so important a concept as the need for
achievemert.

School Motivation

One portion of the group-administered questionnaire contain-
ed 27 items dealing with attitudes or motivation toward school.
Examination of the intercorrelations smong tliese items in a pilot
study led to the develocpment of one index based on 15 items and
another based on 8 items.

The first index, which we have termed positive school at-
titudes, contains items that stress the intrinsic value of education;
for example, "I think school is important, not only for the prac-
tical value, but because learning itself is very worthwhile.” Table
§-1 presents the complete set of items and response distributions.
Every one of the items is endorsed by at least three-quarters of
the respondents, who say they fuel this way either "pretty mu:h"
or "very much."” It should be noted that the items possess a great
deal of soclal acceptability—they sound like the right thing to say,
and it may be that some of our respondents are inclined to tell
us what they think we want to hear. Taken at face value, the data
certainly suggest that most tenth-grade boys have favorable at-
titudes toward school.

The second index, termed negative sckool allitudes, consists
of eight items ranging from general dissatisfaction ("School is very
boring for me, and I'm not learning what 1 feel is important") to
a devaluaticn of school in comparison to other sovrces of experi-
ence {"A real education comes from your own experience and not
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TABLE -1
POSITIVR SCHOOL ATTITUDES

Iten Content
T feel satisfied with school becsuse I leara more about
things T want €o¥now & & & v v+ 4 4 4w e . e

Education has s high value because knowing s lot s important

to me . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

I think this school {s & resl chaance for me; 1t csn make &
real difference fnmy 14Fe . . . . . .+ 4 o . W4 W . .

Even 1f I could get s very good job st present, I'd still choose
to stdy in school and get my educstlon . . ., . . . . . .,

I have put s grest desl of myself {nto sose things st school
becsuse they have specisl meaning or interest for me. . . . .

I enjoy school bezause it gives me s chance to learn many
intereating things . . . . . . .+ . o+ . . . . .. .

School gives me s chance to be with people my own sge and do &
lot of things that sre fun . . . . .« .+ & 4 o« W& . . .

I think echool is important, not only for the practicsl vslue,
but becsuse learning ftself {s very vorthwhile. . , . , . ,

All people should have st lesst & high school educstion. . . .

I enjoy being in schoal becsuse I feel I'm doing something thst
is reslly worehwhile . . . . . . . . . ., . . . .

An educstion is s vorthwhile thing fn 11fe, even {f ft doesn't
help you get 8 Job . . . . . . . . 4 4 0 .. ..

I 1ike achool becsuse I am {mproving my sbilitv to think snd
e0lve problems . . . . . . . . L, .

1 believe an educstion will help me to be & mature gdule . . .

I like school becsuse 1 am learning the things I will peed to'
knov to be 8 good citfzen. . . . .+ . 4+ W e 4 4 . . .

School fe sstisfying to me becsuse it gives me s genss of
sccomplishment . .« . . . . e s e s e 4 e e e

{
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Percentage

Frequencies
I feel this way:

Pretty much
A litele

Very much

48 34

60 25

K ¥4

31 45

45 18

50 36
69 22

i1

45 34

39 42
33 0

35 41

2 8

Not at all

»
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from the things you learn in school"). The items indicating gen-
eral dissatisfaction received little endorsement, on the whole, while
the items stressing the relative superiority of experience outside
school were endorsed more often. Table 6-2 presents the eight
items and response distributions. :

TABLE 6-2
NEGATIVE SCHOOL ATTITUDES

I1tem Content Percentage Frequencies
I feel this way:
$ )
§ & . =
E » - “
- L4 L]
[ 3w
g & < £
) @ 3 &)

Instead of being fn this lchool. 1 vuh I were
out working. .« . . . . ' « o 6 9 a2 52

School is very boring for me, and I'm not
learuing what I feel 18 importamt . . . . . . 8 14 37 40

If I could get the job I vlnted. 14 quil school

without hesftating . . .9 10 19 61
A ceal educsation comes from your own experience and
oot froa the thinge you leara in school . . . .1 21 44 22

I an in school in order t0 ger & job; I don't
need the education and trofofog . . P 11 28 51

1 can satisfy my curfosity better Yy the things
1 lesrn outaide of school than by the thlngl 1

learn here at school. . . . PR & 25 42 19
I feel I can learn more from & vu’y .ood job than

1 can here at school. . . . 8 14 37 40
I feel the things I do at school waste ®my time more

than the t.ings I do outside ¢f school, . . . .17 12 34 46

The two scales are, of course, inversely related; the prod-
uct-moment correlation between them is -.51. Thus in niach of
what follows we will be able to talk about both scales together,
recognizing that a relationship for one will appear in the oppesite
direction for the other.

Background Faclors Related lo School Motivation. The eight
background dimensions plus the Quick Test of intelligence are
shown in relation to positive school attitudes in Table G-3, and
negative school attitudes in Table 6-4. For both criterion di-
mensions the stroagest predictor is the measure of family rela-
tions (Eta values are .35 and .38). The pattern is quite straight-
forward; the better the family relations a boy reports, the more
positive (and the less negative) are his statements about school.

119 -
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TABLE 6-3

MULTIPLE CLASSIFICATION ANALYSIS OF BACKGROUND FACTORS
PREDICTING TO POSITIVE SCHOOL ATTITUDES

PREDJCTING FROM

PREDICTING PREDICTING FROM QUICK TEST AND
FROM ZACH 8 BACRGROUND 8 BACKGROUND
CHARACTERTSTIC  CHARACTERISTICS CHARACTER1STICS
SEPARATELY SIMULTANEOUSLY _ SIMULTANEQUSLY
Eta Etuz Beta Betnz Beta Bet-z
BACKGROUND PREDICTORS: ¢
Socioeconomic Level .10 .011 .08 .006 .07 . 004
Number of Siblings .10 010 .08 .00s .07 005
Broken Home 09 .008 .06 . 004 .06 . 004
Family Relations .35 125 <34 113 .33 111
Religious Preference 13 .018 .08 .007 .08 .007
Family Political Preference .06 <004 .03 001 .03 .001
Comnunity Sfze .06 .004 .07 .05 .07 .004
Race (Ffve-Category) .07 .005 a1 .013 12 .013
Quick Test of Intell{gence .10 .010 .06 . 004
R = .382 R« .385
x2e .46 x2- .148
Percent Percent
Variance Varf{ance

Explained = 16.1 Explained = 16.5

Ela,is the correlation ratio unadjusted.

£6a" {s the explained sum of squares unedjusted.

Beta,ts the correlation ratio adjusted for effectr of other predictors.

GeLa” s the explafned sum of squares adjusted for effects of other predictors.

Ro1e the wultiple correlativa coefffclent corrected for degrees of freedon.

R" fndicates the proportion of varfance in the dependent varfable explafned by
all predictors together after correcting for Segrees of freedon,

The Percent Vardiance Explained s the percentage of varfance in the dependert
variable explained by all predictors together with no correctfon for
degrees of freedon.

For further description of these statistics, see the section on Multiple
Classification Analyals in Chapter 4.
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TABLE 6-4

MULTIPLE CLASSITICATION ANALYSIS OF BACKGROUND FACTORS
PREDICTING TO NEGATIVE SCHOOL ATTITUDES

PREDICTING FROM

PREDICTING PREDICTING FROM ~ QUICK TEST AND
FROM EACH 8 BACKGROUND 8 BACKCROUND
CHARACTERISTIC  CRARACTERISTICS CHARACTER{STICS
SPPARATELY _ _  SIMULTANEOLSLY = SIMULTANEOUSLY
Eca Egai Beta Bera® Beta Betaz
BACKGROUND PREDICTORS:
Socioeconomic Level .21 045 .13 017 .09 .008
Number of Sitlings .16 027 .07 005 .05 .003
Broken Home .a7 005 .01 .00 .00 .000
Farily Relations .38 2142 .35 125 .34 119
Religious Preference .15 o2 Q7 .Q0s .07 L004
Fasily Politicsl Preference 08 007 .04 001 .03 <001
Comunity Sire .08 006 .04 002 .03 .001
Race (Five-Category) .10 010 .07 005 10 002
Qulck Test of Intelligence .25 060 .18 032
< R~ 420 g m 444
& ) A
R®= .176 R ,198
Percent Perceat
Varfance Variance

Explained = 19.1 Eaplafned = 21.3

Eta,is the correlatlon ratio unadjusted,

1" {s the explained sum of squares unadjusted.

Betn,is the correlation ratlo adjusted for effects of other predictors.

Beta™ 18 the explained sum of squares sdjusted for 2ffects of other predictors.

Ryi% the multiple correlation coefficient corrected for degrees of freedom.

R" tndicates the proportion of varfsnce in the dependent veriadle expleined by
all predictors together after correcting for degrees of freedow,

The Peacent Variance Explained 1s the percentage of vartance in the dependent
variable expleined by all predictors together with no correction for
degrees of freedom.

For further description of these statistics, ace the section on Muitfple
Classiftcation Analysis {a Chapter &.
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The remaining background factors tend to show clearar re-

lationships with negative school att *udes than with positive ones.
Sacicecannmic level shows a linear effect; the lower the SEL, the
tore negalive school attitudes a boy reports (Eta = .21). Family
size shows a curvilinear effect; as the number of siblings increases
beyond two, negative school attitudes become increasingly prom-
inent (Eta = .16).
b Intelligence, as measuvred by the Quick Test, also shows a
stronger correlation with negative than with positive school at-
titudes (Eta = .25). Not surprisingly, the lower a boy's intelli-
gence, the more negative school attitudes he expresses. When we
look at positive school aititudes, however, there is little associa-
3 tion with intelligence (Eta = .10). This may help us clarify the
distinction between the two school attitudes scales. It appears
that bright boys are no more likely than others to say that school
is a wonderfully satisfying place to be, but they are less likely
to consider school boring and a waste of their time. In this re-
spect, our school attitude measures, which we have somewhat ar-
bitrarily classified as motives, may simply reflect some important
realities. All students are taught that school is a valuable ex-
perience and education is worthwhile in its own wright. Neverthe-
less, some students of more limited ability may often find that
the school is not organized to fit their needs and abilities; as a
result, they report that this ''vaiuable' experience is also frus-
trating and dissatis{ying.

Figure 6-1 presents positive and negative school ..ttitudes
as they relate to race. Blacks in integrated schools show con-
sistently above average school attitudes; before and after adjust-
ments for other variables, they are high in positive school at-
titudes and low in negative school attitudes. Blacks in southern
segregated schools are high in positive school attitudes. They
are also high in negative attitudes, until the Multiple Classification
Analysis comparcs them with others who are similar in socio-
economic level and Quick Test scores. Given this adjustment, the
southern segregated blacks appear relatively low in negative school
attitudes.

[ Needs for Self-Development and Self-Utilization

The needs for cell-development and self-utilization can be
viewed as two vomponents of the need for self-actualization. In
an attempt to measure these constructs, as defined by Frencl.
(French and Kahn, 1962; French, 1963), Judith Long developed two
F questionnaire scales for use in our study (Long, 1967). Examples
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FIGURE 6-1A
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wm—meconnects unadjusted subgroup means (Eta = .07).
wewetonnects means adjusted for family background factors (Beta = .11).
versse cONNECtS means adjusted for family background plus sntellfigence (Beta = .12).
Shaded bars have width proportfonate to subgroup size, height proportionate
to ore standard deviation sbove and belew unadjusted subgroup mean.
See Appendix E for further {nformation and for data undetrlying figures.
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FIGURE 6-1B

NEGATIVE SCHOOL ATTITUDES
RELATED TO RACE (FIVE-CATEGORY)

3.0 ¢4

NEGATIVE SCHOOL ATTITUDES

- L] .
3 53 E3 ES 43
-~ o .8 -3 -t o
- -!0 T F U o
£ £ we W L8+

[ o O g 1

® own v -3
~ - z 2] Lt
2 “% % g% 2%

§ U8 TS 8

ko om® W

L] o X &

¢ Uk Um

g ry ix

- R m v

RACE

e cONnEcts unadjusted subgroup means (Ets = ,10).
~w==sconnects means adjusted for fanily background factors (Beta = .07).
serevs connects means adjusted  ,r fanfly background plus {ntelligence (Beta = .10).
Shaded bars have wvidth proportionate to subgrcup sfze, height proportionste
to cne . randard deviation adove and below unadjusted sudgroup mean.
See Appendix E for further informatfon and for data underlying figures.
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of self-development items are: In sports, I try to improve my
skill, rather than just having a good time; I would be unhappy in
a job where I didn't grow and develop. Examples of self-utiliza-
tion items are: The job I would like to have is one where I am
doing what I am good at; I am afraid that if I don't keep in prac-
tice I will lose my skills. A complete listing of the items in this
scale is presented elsewhere (Bachman, et al,, 1967; see also
Arscott, 1968, for items plus response distributions).

The product-moment correlation between the two scales is
.72. The two scales also display nearly identical relationships
with background dimensions. Thus it is doubtful that the scales
have succeeded in measuring two separate components of self-
actualization needs. At least for our present purposes, it will be
convenlent to consider these dimensions jointly.

Background Faclors Related lo Self-Actualizalion Needs, Of
the nine dimensions considered, only three~intelligence, sociceco-
nomic level, and famlly relatlons—show any meaningful relationship
with the self-actualization needs. There is a small positive re-
lationship between SEL and the needs for self-development (Eta =
.13) and self-utilization (Eta = .16). The famlly relations measure
shows a curvilinear association with these needs; self-actualization
needs are highest among those reporting the best family relations,
but throughout the jower range of family relations these needs re-
main stable at a level just slightly below the grand imean (Eta =
.25 for self-development, Eta = .21 for self-utilization), Relation-
shilps with Intelligence are llnear; as intelligence increases so do
the needs for self-development (Eta = .20) and self-utiilzation
(Eta = ,19),

In sum, the family background dimensions and intelligence
account for about 12 percent of the variance in the need for self-
development, and about 10 percent In the need for self-utilization,
Boys who are highest in SEL, family relations, and intelllgence
are highest in setf-actualization needs.

Test Anxiely: the Need to Avoid Foilure

Test anxiety 1as been used by Atkinson (1964) as a measure
of fear of failure or the need to avoid failure. According to At-
kinson's theory, persons with a high fear of failure are likely to
avold situations of interinediate risk, i.e., those situaticns which
provide a reallstic challenge to their abilltles., Our operational-
lzation of this dimension conslsts of 16 true-false questlons asking
the respondent about his feelings concerning tests; this is an adap-
tation by Irwin Katz from the Mandler-Sarason (1952) Test Anxiety
Questtonnatre,
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Our subjects report a good deal of anxiety over exams.
About half say they feel very panicky when having to take a sur-
prise exam. Nearly three quarters say that during the tests they
find themselves thinking about what it would mear to fail, Over
one quarter say they frequently experience stomach upsets after
important tests. A third say they freeze up on things like intel-
ligence tests and final exams. And 83 percent chick this item as
true: "After taking a test, I always feel that I could have done
better than I actually did." (See Bachman, et al., 1967, for a
complete listing of items in the scale; see Arscott, 1968, for items
plus response distributjons).

Background Factors Related to Test Anxiety. These con-
cerns about test performance are related to several background
factors, Most important {s intelligence: the higher a boy's abil-
ity (Quick Test score), the lower is his test anxiety (Eta = .25).
Socloeconomic level and family relations also relate negatively to
test anxiety; boys are less anxious about tests to the extent that
their SEL is high (Eta = .15) and they get along well with their
parents (Eta = .18). Taken together, these three predictors can
account for about 10 percent of the variance in test anxiety,

Need for Sociol Approval

The questionnaire included 31 true-false items developed by
Crowne and Marlowe to measure the need for social approval.
These authors describe the scale as measuring the tendency to
avold self-criticism and 'to choose self-evaluative statements
which summatively portray a stereotypically acceptable self-
image'" (Crowne and Marlowe, 1964, p. 180).

It appears that the need for social approval is quite strong
in tenth-grade boys. Consider the ollowing examples of items
which a surprisingly large number of boys checked as true of
themselves: I never hesitate to go out of my way to help some-
one in trouble (60 percent checked as true). I amn always careful
about my manner of dress (82 percent). I always try to practice
what I preach (68 percent). I never resent being asked to return
a favor (81 pcrcent). I am always courteous, even to people who
are disagreeable (53 percent). I have never deliberately sald
something that hurt someone's feelings (44 percent).

It is difficult to imagine very many individuals for whom the
above statements are '*falways" or '"never" true; nevertheless, our
respondents describe themselves .n these terms,

On the other hand, a good muny boys also checked negative
items as being true of them: Oa occasion I have doults about my
ability to succeea in life (68 percent checked as true). [ some-
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times try to get even, rather than forgive and forget (64 percent}.
I am sometimes irritated by people who ask favors of me (44 per-
cent). There have been occasions when 1tonk advantage of some-
one {74 percent).

In the case of these negative items, it is surprising that 2
largery number did not check them as being true. For example,
we certainly would suspect that far more than 068 percent of tenth-
grade boys have occasional doubts about their ability to succeed
in life. In short, the Crowne-Marlowe scale seems to tap a rather
substantial tendency to avoid self-critical statements. (See Bach-
man, et al., 1967, for a complete listing of items in this scale;
sce Arscott, 1968, for items plus response distributions.)

Background Factors Related to the Need for Social Approval.
The eight background factors plus intelligence are shown in rela-
tion to the need for social approval in Table 6-5. T<:e association
between intelligence and social approval needs is small (Eta =
.18), but nonetheless interesting. The lower an in lividual's in-
telligence, the more likely he is to score high on the Crowne-
Marlowe scale—that is, the more likely he is to check many of
the statements mentioned above as being "'always" or '"never" true
of himself. This is scarcely surprising; those individuals who are
the most intelligent are probably also among the most "test-wise,”
and thus may be suspicious of many of the ovcrstated true-false
items in the Crowne-Marlowe scale.

Socioeconomic level shows only a slight association with the
need for social approval {Eta = .13}; the relationship is in e’ se,
with boys at the lowest SEL showing the highest need for social
approval. The racial differences (Eta = .16) are due primari °
to a higher need for social approval on the part of blacks in south-
ern segregated schools.

The largest and most important relationship with the need
for social approval involves the measure of family reilztions, as
shown in Figure 6-2 (Eta = .28). There is a positive association
between these two dimensions which is particularly strong at the
high end of the family relations scale. This may mean that boys
who get along well with their parents reszlly do take more care in
thefr manner of dress, and practice what they preach, and do the
rest of the socially desirable things in the Crowne-Marlowe scale;
an equally plausible explanation is that boys who get along well
with their parents also have a greater need to portray themselves
as socially accegptable.

Both of the above interpretations view good family retations
as a cause of high scores on the Crowne-Marlowe scale. An al-
ternative oxplanation {s to cornsider the family relations measure
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TABLE $-5

MULTIPLE CLASSIFICATION ANALYSIS OF BACKGROUND FACT(-RS
PREDICTING TO HEED FOR SOCIAL APPROVAL

i PREDICTING FROM
PREDICTING PREDICTING FROX QUICK TEST AND

! FROM EACH 8 RACKGROUND 8 BACKGROUND

! CHARACTERISTIC  CHARACTERISTICS CHAXACTERISTICS

SEPARATELY SIMULTANEOUSLY SIMULTANECUSLY

: Eta zta’, Beta !etaz Bets Etaz
i BACKGROUND PREDICTORS:
f Socioeconomic Level .13 .017 .11 .C12 .Uy .008
Number of Siblings .07 .005 .04 .002 .04 .002
I
E Broken Home .05 .001 .03 .001 .03 001
' Fasily Relations 2% 086 30 L092 31 Lok
i Religious Preference .09 <008 .08 007 .08 .007
l Family Polit{cal Preference .08 007 .05 .002 .05 .002
!
Commuaity Size .09 .008 09 007 O3 .008
Race (Five-Category) .16 027 .14 .02 12 015
Quick Teat of Intelligenze .15 022 .11 012
R = 352 R = .369
W2 128 ®%= .136
Percent Percent
H Variance Yarfance

Expleined = 14.4 Explatped = 15.3

fta,ts the correlatinn ratto "mnadjusted.

£fa” fa the explained sua of squares uradjusted.

Ce{xyis the correlatton ratio adjusted for effects of other pradictors.

Seta” fr the explatned sum of oquares ad,usted for effects of other prediceors,

Rsan the multiple correlntion coefficient corrected fer degreas of freedoa.

R® tndicates the proportion of variznce in the depenie it variable explained ty
a1l predictorr together alter correcting for degreza of freedom.

The Pexcent Variince Explained ts the percents,e of variance in the dependent
variable expisined by #ll predictors toge her with no correction for
degr 3 of freedon.

For futther description of thesa statiatice, gee the section on Multiple
Classiiication Analysfs tn Chapter 4,
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FIGURE 6-2

NEED POR SOCIAL APPROVAL
RELATED TO FAMILY RELATIONY

NEED FOR SOCTAL APPROVAL

8
{poor) . {g00d)

FAMILY RELATIONS

eemasconrecta unsdjuated sudbgroup means (Eca = .29).
wwescORnECte meane adjusted for family background fectors (Beta = .30),
eeaconnects wes s adlusted for famfly background plus intellige~ce (Beta =.31)
S4a’ed ders have vidth proportionste to subgroup sf<e, height proportionate

to cne atandaid deviation abeve snd below unadjnsted sutgro.p mean,
Cee Appendix £ for further fnformation and for dste underlying figures.
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as iefiecting rather than causing the need for social approval. If
a boy has a strong reed to portray himself in a favorable light,
perhaps he will for the same reasons describe his family relations
in very favorable ierms. We have noted before that the family
relations measure is higlly subjective; now, given its substantial
correlation with the Crowne-Marlowe scale, we must be even more
suspicious about the extent of its validity as a measure of the
actual relationships between a buy and his parents.

Summary

Artitudes toward school, needs for self-development and sclf-
utilization, test anxiety, and the need for social approval were
examined in this chapter. The necds for achievement and affilia-
tion were not included, becausc of the apparent fallure of vur in-
terview adaptation of the Thematic Apperception Test to obtain
nieaningful motive scores.

Two school attitude scales, one based on positive items and
the uther based on negative ones, suggest fairly strong motivation
toward school on the part of tenth-grade boys. More positive {or
less negative) attitudes toward school appear for boys whn are
higher in intelilgence, socioeconomic level, and family relations.

Slightly smzller but otherwise similar effects appear between
background factors and needs for self-development and self-utiliza-
tion. Those boys are highest in these sell-uctualization needs who
are also highest in intelligence, socioeconomic level, ar* family
relations.

Test anxiety, a dimension which has often been used to in-
dicate a general motive to avoid fatlure, is fairly high among our
respondents. They say that they worry a lot before, during, aod
after exams. The same patlern of background factors operates
here as was noted abave, but the relationships are inverse. The
higher a boy's intelligence, socioeconemic level, and family rela-
tions the lower is his test anxiety.

The Crowne-Marlowe measure of the need fur social approval
taps an individual's tendency to portray himseif in "stereotypically
acceptable” terms. Judging from their responses, this need is
quite high among tenth-grade boys. The need for social approval
shows a slight negative association with intelligence ami socloeco-
nomic level; the brighter and more advantaged boys show a bit
less of this need to portray themselves favorably. But the social
approval need shows a positive association with the family relations
measure; the same boys who say they get along very well with
their parents also portray theintelves in very favorable terms.
This may well indicate that our measure of famlily relatjions is
heavily Influenced by respondents' needs for social acceptability.
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Chapter 7

SELF-ESTEEM AND OTHER
AFFECTIVE STATES

This chapter deals with dimensions that have been of great
fnterest to social sclentists for a long time. Self-esteem, hap-
piness, depression, anomie—these and a number of other dimen-
sions all have something to do with an individual's general gat-
isfaction with life. And satisfaction, of one sort or another, has
consistently appearod ag aa impovtant criterion dimension when
the impacts of social eavironments are studied.

While there has been much interest in such dimensions, there
Las not been a great deal of consistency in their measurement or
in their conceptualization. A major step toward improving this
slwation has recently been taken by Robinson and Shaver (1969)
in their extensive review and documentation of soclal psychuiogical
attitude measures. Another effort, currently underway within the
Institute for Social Research, will make extensive use of the pres-
ent Youth in Trarsition data, along with data from many other
sources, In an atlempt to improve conceptualization and operation-
alization In the general domaln of affective states. Inthe present
chapter, however, we must limit our efforts to reporting separately
on several dimensions that deal with affective states, racognizing
that a coherent theory interrelating them has yet to be completed.

This apprcach seems pragmatically sound, {f not theoretically
satisfying. Robinson and Shaver have noted that life satisfaction
and happlness measures have consistently correlated with eacl:
otlher and with other psychological attitudes. 'Particularly signif-
icant is the findirg that persons of high self-eslerm or personal
competence express more satisfaction with life. Satisfaction has
also been found tn be greater among peovle who are beiter soclally
adjusted, who demonstrate more trust in pevple, who feel less al-
lerated, ard who suffer less from anxiety, worry, and psychoso-
matic symptoms' (Robinson and Shaver, 1969, p. 35),

This general finding is rep'icated in our data collected irom
tenth-grace boys. Table 7-1 lists the dimensione to be resorled
in this chapter, and presents p)'oduct-moment correlations among
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them. As the table Indicates, self-esteem shows fairly strong
relationships with each of the other scales having to do with af-
fective states.

TAELE 7-1

PRODUCT-MOMENT CORRELATIONS AMONG SELF-ESTEEM AND
OTHER AFFECTIVE STATES DIMERSIS

1. 2. 3 4.
1. Self-Estcen
2. Negatlve Affe:tive Statas =-.52
3. Hsppiness W54 =.51
4, Somat{c Symptoms =34 54 -.28
%, Impulse to Aggression - 34 Sh -0 .32

Self-Esteem

Two recent books dealing with s2lf-esteem attest to the con-
tinuing interest in this concept. Rosenberg (1965) presents en ex-
tended treatment of self-esteem in adolescents, based on question-
naire data from over five thousand high school students in New
York State. Coupersmith (1967) reports a more intensive study
nf self-esteem in yowger children (fifth and sixth graders). As
Coopersmith points out, many findings from the two studies are
similar; we will note shortly that cur own findings parallel theirs
in some ways, and also provide cignificant new information on
racial differences in self-esteem.

The Meaning of Self-Esteem. Self-esteem has been defined
in many ways by previous writers. Within our own program of
research a variety of meanings have Leen associaied with this
term. French and Kahn mention self-esteem among affective
states, but they also define it in self-identity terms:

Self-estéem may be defined as the averuge evaluation of the
sttributes of the self-identity, where each attribute is weighted ac-
co.ding to its centrality, Another reasuce of self-esteem may be
derived from discrepancies between the person's perceived attributes
and the attributee of his iderl self, where the idesal self is concelved
as the most deslrable positions on the dimersions of sel{-identity
(Freach and Kahn, 1962, p. 21). )

Except for our meatvre of school ability self-concept, we
have fordd dt difficult to measure self-identity dimensions through
interview tecnlques; thua for the present at least, we cannot op-
erationalize s¢lf-esteem in terms of seli-identity.
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]
The delinitions provided by Rosenberg and by Coopersmith 3

are quite consistent with the above views, although not lirked so
explicitly to self-identity dimensions:

When we speak of high self-esteem, then, we shall simply menn
that the individual respects himself. considers himself wortiy; he
does not necessarlly conslder himself better than otherx, but he de-
finitely does not consider himself worse: he does not feel that he is
the ultimate in perfection but, on the contrary, recngnizes his lim-
itations and expects tn grow and improve,

Low sgelf-esteem, on the cther hand, implies self-rejection,
self-dissatisfaction, self-coutempt. The individual lachs respeci for
the self he observes. The self-p‘~ture is disagreeable, and he wishes
it vere otherwise (Rosenberg, 1965, p, 31},

By self-esteem we refer to the evaluation which the individual
makes and customarily maintaing with regard to himself: it expres-
ses an atlitude of approval or disapproval, and indicates the extent ]
to which the individua! believes himself to be capable, significant, 1
successful, and worthy. In short, seif-esteem is a personal judgment
of worthiness that is cxpressed in the aititudes the individual hoids }
toward himselfl (Coopersmith, 1957, pp. 4-5). p

These several definitions share a common theme which is
basic to our use of the term: high self-esteem consists of favor-
able perceptions and evuluations of onesel.

Our mnrasure of self-esteem, summarized in Table 7-2, is +
very close to that used by Roeenberg (1965). Six of the ten items
were adapted directly from Rosenberg's scale; the others, devel-
oped in a study of individuals changing jobs (Cobb, et al., 1966),
are quite similar to the Rosenberg items. It was on the basis
of high intercorrelations in a pilot study that we decided there
was no reason to keep the two sets of items separate; see Bach-
man, et al., 1067, p. 73. The response scale ranging from "almost
always true" to 'never true" was used to maintain consistency
with other portions of our questionnaire, and to permit the em-
bedding of self-esteem items within a much larger set o affective
states Items.

The response distributions in Table 7-2 suggest a fairly high
level of self-esteem in tenth-grade boys. Two-thirds of our re-
spondents say thst they often or almost always feel themselves
persons of worth, at least on an equai lane with others. Almost
as many respond that they often or almost always feel they have
a number of good qualities, and feel they ure able to do things
a8 well as most other people. The item which elicits the highest
proportion of low self-esteem responses, "Sometimes I think I am
no good at all,” may be fust the sort of statement wwhich captures
some adolescents’ uncertalnty about theraselves. It is worth noting
that the proportion of boys checking this statement as oiten or
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TABLE 7-2

SELF-ESTEEM SCALE
Percentege Frequencieg

Almost always true
Often true
Sometimes true
Seldom true

Never true

SELF-ES.EEM (Rosenberg)

T feel that I'w & person of vorth, at least
on ap equal plane with othera . . . . . . 29 3 2 5 1

I feel that I have & number of good
quolities. « + . o« o+ o+ 4 . . s .. 18 42 33 5 1

I an able to do things as well as most other
people. « ¢« v 4 o+ e e 4 4 s e .. 17 & 315 -

D

®I feel I dc not have much to te proud of . . 5 17 30 3
I take a positive attitude toward mysel. . . 18 38 34 8 1

®Sometimes I think [ am no good at all . . . 5 312 30 35 18

SELFP-ESTEEM (Cobb)

I an a useful guy to have around . . . . . 17 41 39 2 -

%1 feel that t can't do anythirg right . . . & 8 22 N 28
When I do a Job, I do ftwell . . . . . 17 A1 36 4 1

*1 feel that my life 18 not very useful . . . 4 6 20 3% 3N

*Reversed scering
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TABLE 7-3

MULTIPLE CLASSIFICATION ANALYSIS OF BACKGROUND FACTORS
PREDICTING TG SELF-ESTEEM

PREDICTING FROM
PREDICTING PREDICTING FROM  QUICK TEST AND
FROK EACH 8 BACKGROUND 8 BACKGROUND
CHARACTERISTIC ~ CHARACTERISTICS  CHARACTERISTICS
SEPARATELY | SIMULTANEOUSLY SIMULTANEOUSLY

Ea pa’ gets  perad  peta  persd
BACKCHOUND PREDICTORS:
Socfoeconomin Level .15 023 .12 0l4 10 .009
Number of Siblings .07 .005 03 . 001 .03 .001
Broken Home .04 002 .03 .001 .03 .001
Far{ly Relatiora .36 .133 .3t .128 .35 124
Religious Prefe.eace .12 014 .09 008 .08 . 007
Fasily Palitical Pretzrence .06 .Q03 .04 .002 04 .002
Community Size .C8 .006 .05 .002 .04 .0C2
Race (Five-Catejory) .07 .005 .10 .010 J14 019
Quick Test of Intalligence 14 021 .12 .016
R= .393 R = .306
% 138 x- 165
Percent Percent
Veriance Yartance

Explained = 17.0 Explained = 18.1

Eta,in thre ccrrelstion ratfo vaadjusted.

Efa” g8 tne vxplrtned sum of squares unadjusted.

Belayis .Se eorreialion vatin edjusted for affects of other predictota.

Eefa® ta the explained sum of aquares adj=asted for effecta o5 other predictors.

Reix the multipia correlatfon corfffcient corrected for degrees of freedoa.

R" tndicates the proportion of vartan:s, in the dependent variable exylained by
all predictors together after vorresiine for degrees of freedom,

The Petcent Yaniance Explained s the percentage of var’ance in the fepenlent
varlable explatned by all predictors together with no corrsction for
degrees of freedon.

For further description of these ‘tatictfcs, see the sectinn ca Multiple
Clessiflcation Analyals 1n Chapter A.
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almost always true drops from 17 percent to 10 percent as they
go from the start of tenth grade to the end of twelith grade; sim-
ilarly, the seldom or never true responses increate from 53 per-
cent to 66 percent.l

Background Factors Related to Self-Esteem. Tadle 7-3 sum-
marizes relationships between self-esteem and the eight dimen-
stons of family background plus the Quick Test of Intelligence.
As we examine 3 number of these relationships we will note sim-
flarities to the findings of Rosenberg (1965) and Coopersmith
(1967).

Locking briefly at the data for intelligence, we find a small
positive association with self-esteem (Eta = .14). A comparison
of R2 with and without the Quick Test (in Table 7-3) indicates that
the QT adds only about 1 percent to the ability of background fac-
tors to account for variance in self-esteem.

Coopersmith (1867} found a similar but much larger relation-
ship between measured intelligence and self-esteem in his sample
of fifth and sixth grade students. He also found self-ecteem to
be related to self-reports of grades and school ability. Our meas-
ure of school ability seif-concept, presented in Chapter 5, does
show a positive relationship with self-esteem (r = .33). And our
respondents' reports of grades, to be discussed further in Chap-
ter 9, also relate positively to self-esteem (r = .23).

Turning next to socioeconomic level, our findings are essen-
tially the same as those of Rosenberg (1965) and Coopersmith
(1967); we find a weak positive relationship between SEL and self-
esteem (Eta = .15). :

We find, as did Rosenberg (1965), a tendency for only chil-
dren to be slightly higher than others in self-esteem. Once we
adiust for SEL (through Multiple Classification Analysis), this is
the only difference in seclf-esteem that relates to family size, and
it amounts to only one-tenth 0of a standard deviation.

By far the largast rclationship between self-esteem and the
dimensions of family background invo'ves family relations (Eta =
.36). Figure -1 displays the substantial positive a.sociation be-
tween s2lf-esteem ani good relations with parents. This is con-
sistent with Rosenberg's (196%) finding tha! adolescents with high
gelf-esteem report that thelr parents show relatively high interest
in their frlends, their academic performance, and their contribu-
tlons to mealtime conversation.

T " IThere is an upward ehift in the tota! self ezteem 6cale, as we chail
nute in Chaptler 11.
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FIGURE 7-1
06 SELP-ESTEEM RELATED

10 FAMILY RELATIONS

SELP-ESTEEM

8
(poor) (good)

FALTLY RELATIONS

emmseconnects unadjusted subgroup means (Eta = .36),
-wmsconnects Deans adjusted for fanily background factors (Bata = .36),
careserconnects means adjusted for family background plus fntelligence (Peta = .35).
Shaded bara have wide proporticnate “o aubgro.p sirze, height proportionate

to one standard deviation above 2nd below unadjusred gubgr ur wean.
See Appendix E for further fuformat{on and for Jats underlvicg fig res.
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Our f{indings in this area, and those of Rosenberg as well,
siffer from the lack of objective data concerning parental behav-
ior. We have had to rely on the subjective assessments of re-
spondents, and as we noted in Chapter 6, such assessments may
be coloied by tendencies to portray oneself In a favorable llght.
Cooperswith (1967), on the other hand, did have objective data
concerning parental behaviors. Ratings of maternal zifection and
interest, obtained from interviewer reports and responses by moth-
ers, were posttively related to self-esteem In Coopersmith's suni-
rle of pre-adolescents. These findings corrobcrate our own, and
leave us less inclined to dismiss our subjective data on relations
with parents.

Wa turn next to religious differences as they relate to self-
estezin. The data, presented in Figure 7-2, show very little dif-
ferenc2 in self-esteeni among religious groups, with one notable
exception: Jewlsh respondents arv above average in self-esteem.
Unadjusted, the mean self-esteem score for the Jewish subgroup
is cne-half stundard deviat:on above the grand mean; after adjust-
ments for other background factors and intelligence, a difference
of ene-quarter standard deviation remains. This effect, while not
otrikipgly large, is notable foc two reasons. First, it is consist-
ent with Rosenberg's (1965) clear findirg that Jewish adolescents
are abuve average in self-esteem. Second, it is consistent with
other finding's in this monograph, some already discussed ana
others to be presented later, which shov Jewish boys to be above
average in ability and aspiration, as well as in their self-concepts.

Raciai Differvences in Self-Esteem. As Rosenberg has sug-
gested, if general status in soclely were a strong determining
factor in self-esteem, we should expect low self-esteem among
blacks, "who are exposed to the most intense, humillating, and
crippling forms of discrimination in virtually every institutional
area" (Rosenberg, 1985, pp. 58-57). Rousenberg did find his small
sanmiple of ‘lack adol¢ . nts to be slightly below average in self-
esteen,, bu be consic: dthe difference surprisingly small. Our
present fi.dings aie even more surprising; black males score
noticeably ?igher than whitcs on our self-esteem scate, and when
adjustments are made for other background factors the difference
becomes larger.

Figure 7-3 presents both unadjusted and adjusted raclal dif-
ferences in self-esteem. After adjustvents for background and
Quick Test differences, blacks in integrated schools are 30 per-
cent of a standard deviation higher than whites, and those in seg-
regated schools are 50 percent of a standard deviation above the
whites.
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FIGURE 7-2

SELP-ESSEEM RELATED
TO RELIGIOUS PREFERENCE
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RELIGIOUS PREFERENCE

summaronnects unsdjusted subgroup means (Eta = .12).
cwmmconnects means Adjusted for family background factors (Bets = .09).
wrvnconnects means odjusted for famtly background plus frtelligence (Beta « .08).
Shaded bare have vidth proportionate %o subgroup sire, height proporticcate

to one standard deviation above ard below unadiusted aubgroup mean.
Sea Appecdix R for further fnformation and for data urlerlying figure:.
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FIGURE 7-3

SELF-ESTEEM TLLATED
TO RACE (PIVE- CATEGORY)
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mewsconnects visdjusted subgtoup weany (Eta » ,07),
wassgonnects neans adjuated for family background facters (Bets = .10).
wavenconnectsd means 8djusced for family background plus {ntelligence (Bets = .14).
Shaded bars have vidth proportionats te audbgroup size, height proportionate

to ons atandard devistion abuvs and below unadjusted pudgroup mean,
See Appendix X for further {nformstion and for dats vnaerlying figures.
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On the face of it, these data suggest that a common assump-
tion may be wrong, and that young black men do not {r fact have
low self-esteem. This is a provocative finding; but like some
other racial differences, it leaves us with difficult problems of
intorpretation. We noted in Chapter 5 that self-concept of school
ability among blacks ig relatively high (i.e., it is high after ad-
justment for other background factors—see Figure 5-5). And in
Chapter 6 we found that blacks are higher than whites in the need
for social apprcval. Thus the possibility certalnly exists that these
high self-esteem scores reflect a need among young black menr to
portray themselves in favorable terms. We will return to this
{ssue i;- the final chapter, when additional evidence wiil be avail-
able to 2id in our interpretation.

Affective Stotes

Negative Aff:ctive Stales. A number of scales were included
in the questionnaire to measure dimensions of affective states.
An examination of intercorrelations revraled that six of these
scales are very closely assaciated with each other.?2 Accordingly,
a single composite measuvre of negailve affective slates wes ton-
structed by computing 2 mean for each respondent hased on the
following six scales:

Irritabllity (seven iterus)
Ceneral anxiety (seven items)
Anxiety and tension (“'ve items)
Depressicn (six items)

Anomie (elght items)
Resentment (seven items)

The term negative affective states seem! an appropriate
summary of these diniensions. A responde't sco :ig high on this
composite measure would say that he son...imes, often or almort
always, feels: depressed, bored, useless, left out, worried about
many things, jealous, resentful, terse, and irritable.s

The reiationshiy between negative affective states and back-
ground factors can be described very briefly. The family rela-
tions measure shows a strong Mnear relationship with affective
atates; the poorer the family -elations the greater the incidence

2The 15 product-moment correlations among pairs of these indexes
range from .43 to .67, with & median of 57. Moreover, their correlations
with the Somatic Symptoms index (discussed below) are tightly grouped
within a raage of .41 to ,45.

3For a complete list of tac items ased in the negative affective atates
scales, see Bachman, et al., {1967); see also Arscott (1968) for items plus
response distr’sutions,
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of negauve affective states (Eta = .4}). Only one other relation-
ship is even worth mentioning: individuals with low scores on the
Quick Test are more likely to experience negative affective states
(Eta = .11). All the rest of the background dimensions taken to-
gether add virtually nothing (less than 1 percent variance explain-
ed) to our prediction of rnegative affective states.

Happiness. Six nuesticanaire items were combined to form
a very simple index of happlness. Five of the items were pos-
itive: I generally feel in good spirits; I am very satisfied with
life; I find a good deal of happiness in life; I feel like esmiling;
I feel happy. A majority of respondents, ranging from 56 to 72
percent, sald these statements were often or almcst always truz
of themselves. Only 11 percent said the one negative item, "I
feel sad,” was often or almost always true of them.

The family relations measure shows a positive linear cor-
relation with this happine:a index (Eta = .37). Abrolutely nothing
is added to our prediction of this criterion when all other back-
ground dimensions plus intelligence are included in a multiple
classification analysls.

In short, the boys who describe their family relations in
positive terms also present a relatively positive picture of threir
own affective states, und this is true whether we use a simpie
index of happiness or a large composite measure of negative ai-
fective statcs.

Sorr 1tic Symptoms

An 18-item checklisl of physical complaints was adapted from
the questionnaire used by Gurir, et al., (1960) in the study Amer-
fcons View Their Mental Health. Most of our respondents indi-
cate that they are seidom or never bochered by such things as
nervousness, headaches, logs oi appetite, shortness of breath, diz-
ziness, and (rembling hands. Just under half say that at least
sometimes they hav. trzuble getting to sleep or staying asleen,
and many say they find it difficult to yget up in the morning. The
general picture 18 one of good health and few symptoms, as might
ba expected for young men in high school. (For a list of the i8
items, see Bachman, et al., 1967; see also Arsci4t, 1888, for ltems
plus reeponse distributions).

Our subjects do differ in the degree to which they mention
these symptoms, and thase diflerences are strongly associated
with negative affective statec (product moment r = .54} and mod-
erateiy related to our lagpiness index (r = -.28).
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The family relations teasure shows a strong inverse as-
sociation with somatic cumplaints; the better a boy reports get-
ting along with his family, the fewer symptoms he mentions (fita =
.43)., Small relationships also appear with socioeconomic level
(Eta = .1E) and family size (Eta = .13); more symptoms are re-
ported by boys at lower socioeconomic levels and those with three
or more siblings.

A moderate relationship appears between somatic complaints
and intelligence; there are considerably more symptoms at the
lowest level of Quick Test scores, and there is a continuing tend-
ency for complaints to decrease at nigher levels of Quick Test
scores (Eta = .21).

impulse lo Aggression

The scale dealing with impuise to aggression is,like the hap-
piness scale, based on only a few items: I feel like swearing, [
teel like losing my temper at my teachzrs, I feel like being a lit-
tle rude te my teachers, I feel like picking a fight with my par-
ents. Fach of these statements was endorsed by about 20 percent
of the boys, who said they were cften or almost always true; about
28 percent said they were somelimes trve, und about half said
they were seldom or never true.

There are several reasons for including the impulse to ag-
gression scale in a chapter on affective states. First, it reflects
some of the sarie sort of affest as is tapped by the index of neg-
ative affective states; it correlates highly with this fndex (r =
.54}, and it shows falrly strong associations with other dimensions
described in this chapter (see Table 7-1).

Second, we find that impulse to aggression shows the same
strong correlation with family relations as we found earlier in
this chapter. The better a boy says he gets along with his par-
ents, tho fewer aggressive impulses he reports (Eta = .36).

Third, we find some interesting racial differenves ir report-
ing aggressive impulses—differences which relate clcsely to our
findings on sell-esteem. The racial differences ir. impulse to ag-
gression aro displayed fn Figure T-4: a comparison with Figure
7-3 reveale the similarity to the findings for self-esteem. Clear-
ly, the youag black males in ¢ v tample admit to fewer aggree<-
sive impulses than do whites.

This finding ralses agalir the Question we asked concerning
racial differences in self-veteem: how much of the diference re-
flects a high need for social approval or fivorable self-portrayal?
We found that the need for social approval (Crowne-Marlcwe scale)
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FIGURE 7-4

IMPULSE TO AGGRESSICA
RELATED TO RACE (FIVE-CATEGORY)

IMPULSE TG AGGRESSION
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ammeconnects unadjusted subgroup means (Ets = .14),
cwanconnects means adjusted for family dackground Factors (Beta = .13),
ieeconnects peans adjusted for family background plus §itellfgance (Betas = ,13%).
Shaded bars have width pioportfonate to sudbgrovp sire, height proportioanate

to ¢ne standery deviation above and below unadjusted subgroup mean.
See Apperdia I for further inforsstion and for deta underlying ffgures.
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correlates positively with self-esteem (r = .29); it shows a strong-
er negative correlation with impulse to aggression (r = -.50). This
adds some support to the view that our black respondents have a
strong need to purtray themselves !n favorable terms.

Summary

Self-esteem, defined as favorable perceptions and evalvations
of oneself, is strongly correlated -vith a measure of happiness or
satisfaction with life; it i8 inversely relaled to measures of neg-
ative affective states, somatic symptoms, and impulee to aggres-
sion.

Our findings show a number of cunsistencies with other re-
cent studies dealing with self-esteem (Rosenberg, 1965; Cooper-
smith, 1967): (a) Self-esteem shows a very small positive cor-
relation with intelligence, and socmewhat h'gher correlations with
self-concept of school ability and self-reports of grades. (1)
Socioeconomic level also shows a positive, bat rather weak, as-
sociation with self-esteem. (c) Jewish respondents are above
average in self-esteem.

Family relations show a fairly strong correlation with self-
esteem; the better the relationship a Loy repcrts between himself
and his parents, the higher his self-csteem. Qur data, based only
on subjective reports, are consistent with those of Coopersmith
(1967). who used more direct and objective measures of parental
attitudes and b~havior.

The family relations messura is consistently the slronzest
predictor of the other dimensions treat2d in this chapter. It re-
lates positively to the happiness scale, and negetively to the others.
Negative affectlve rtates, somatic symptoms, and impulse to ag-
gresslon are reported highest among those wii #lso describe the
poorest relationships with their parents. It {s difficult to be cer-
tain about what these correlations mean. It i3 not unreasonable
to expe:t affective states, celf-esteem, and family relulions all to
be associated; but the fact ‘hat all of these diraensions involve
highly subjective response scales leaves open the possibility that
some of the assoviation may be attributable solely to similarities
in the method of measurement.

An important finding in this chapter is ti.2t yaung black men
report substantially higher self-esteem and lower jmpulse to ag-
gression than do whites. The data are certainly provocative; taken
at face value, they suggest that young blacks do mof suffcr low
self-esteem.
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VAILUES AND ATTITUDES

The dimensions examined in this chapter cover a wide range
including: occupational attitudes, feelings of personal efficacy o1
control of one's destiny, ‘rust in other people, trus: in the jov-
ernment, political awareness, and social values such as self-i:on-
trol, social responsibility, and reciprocity. The grouping of ori-
teria in this chapter, as in others, reflects some assumptions
ubout conceptual similarity. PRut in addition to conceptual sim-
flarity, most of the dimensions included here have at least one
other thing in common; they are important to pecple in general, -
ag well as to social scientists.

Social Volues

The questionnaire included a sct of 10 scales, based largely
on iems developed by Scott (1865) and Kiinger (1861), and de-
signed t tap values that are highly approved in the United Stetes.
Bullding on the theoretical position that values reflect a sense of
"oughtness' that one applles to all peonte, we asked respondents
to rate each of a number of statements according to whether it is
(1) a very good thing for people to do, (2) a good thing . . .,
(3) a fairly good thing ..., (4) a falrly bad thin;. .., (5) a bad
thing . .., (6) a very bad thing for people to do.

Six of the value dimensions were closely relatad conceptually
and sre intercorrelated at a fairly high level. (Product-moment
correlations between palrings of them range from .21 to .71, with
a median of .51.) Accordingly, a composite measure of Socfa!
values ws constructed by computing a mean for each respondent
based on the following six value scales:

Honesty (seven items)

Kindness (four items)
Raclpreeity (seven items)
Self-control (five items)

Social responsibility (four iteris)
Social skills (slx items)

Complete listings of items and response distributions are
avallable elsewhere (Bachman, et al., 1967; Arscoit, 1066); a few

\y,,/m
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ftems can serve as illustrations. An overvhelming majorily (80
percent) of tenth-grade boys endorse the following statement in
the kindness scale: "Helping another achieve his goals, even If
it might interfere with yvur own." The honesty scals poses some
more difficult items: 87 percent apply one of the good ratings
to "Always telling the truth, even though it may hurt oneself or
others;" however, the related it.m, "Telling a lie to spare some-
one's feelings," is rated bad by slightly fewer than hali. ‘'Helping
a close friend get by a tight situation, even though yon may have
to stretch the truth a bit to do it" is given a good cating by 73
percent of the boys. In short, the respondents are very much in
favor of telling ;he truth—in principle; but when honesty is in com-
petitlon with cong'deration for another's feelings or loyally to a
friens, then many of them are willing to condone sume degree oi
dishonesty.

ftems in the reclprocity scale contain little in the way of
conflicting values. Accordingly, about 80 percent or more of the
1espondents give ratirgs on the good side to items such as “"Help-
ing a person who has helped you" and "People paying their debts
no matiar what.,! Most of the seli-cortrol items wcre couchel in
similarly positive terms; thus over 90 percent eadorse ""Practicing
gell-control: and "Always belng patient with people." Even the
more qualified items, such as "ot expressing anger, even when
you have a reason for doing so,”" are endorsed as good by more
than 80 percent. The social skills items are endorsed Ly prac-
ticolly everyone; consistently over 90 percent give good ratings
to stateraznts such as "Being able to get along with all kinds of
people, whether or not they are worthwhile," and "Belng able to
get people to cooperate with you."

Several Items in the social responsibility scale are stated
in negative terms. '"Borruving money and not expecting to pay
it hack' and "'Charging bills without knowing how tc pay them”
are given a bad rating by just under 80 percert of the respondents.
On tha other hand, the fact that about 20 percent would rate the
above statements gocd is a bit unse!ling. A 1ore tildly nega-
tive item, ''"Holding a reserve library book needed by another stu-
cent," {8 endorsed as good by 26 percent.

One Interpretation of the above percertages is that at least
a portion of boys endorsing negative ftems are not really soc.ally
frresponsible, but were instead lulled into a positive response bias
by a very large proportion of positively-worded items in the Ques-
tionnaire section on values. We suspect this interpretation is re-
alistic rather than charitable; total scores on the composite social
values index are very similar when we compare boys of average
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and those of above average intellizence (as measured by the Quick
Test), but those with the lowest Intelligence scores have lower
scores on the social values index—quite possibly because they were
not reading the jtems carefally enough.l

Background Faclors Related to Social Values. The relation-
ships between background dimensjons and soc!al values are sum-
marized in Table 8-1. By far the strongest assoclation involves
the family relations measure (Eta = 35); the better a boy's rela-
tions with his parents, the higher he scores on the social values
index. As the multiple correlation cocfficieats indicate, the re-
maining background factors and intelligence add very little to our
ability to predict social values scores. There i8 a slight tendency
toward lower social values scores among boys at low soclne-
conomic levels and ameng those frora relatively large familles.
These findings are not surprising, particulzrly in the light of the
tendency we noted earller for boys at the lowest levels on the
Quick Test to have lower social values scores.

In short, Iamily relatlons is the one farally background di-
mension that predicts clearly to social valuer. The questions
raised in the last chapter coucerning the family relations index
are equally applicable here: it is a highly subjective dimension
that shows its etrougi st associations with criterion diraensions
that are equally suhjective.

Attitudes Abou? Jobs

A reries of items was included in the questiom.aire to assess
responde.ts' attitudes toward different aspects of jobs. An initial
examination of intercorrelations aniong items led to the construc-
tion of two scales, one showing strength of preference for ""a job
that pays oll," and the other showing strengih of prefererce for
"a job that doesn't bug me." The items and response distributfons
are presented in Table 8-2.

Early analyses indicated that although these two scales are
positively correlated (r = .13}, they consistently show opposite re-
lationships with othe. dimensions (such as SEL, Intelligence, and
level of aspired occupation). An examination of the items in Table
8-2 will help account for these prellminary findings. Agreement
withh the *'joh that pays off" items Implies a good deal of ambl-
tion—an Interest in ueing present skills, learning new skills, get-

1These speculations about response bias clearly suggest areas for
further wors. Such efforts go teyond the scope we have defined for the
present monograph, but intens.ve exploration of sccial values will be made
in future snalyses of our data.
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TABLE 8-1

MULTIPLE CLASSIPICATION ANALYSIS OF JACKGRC.ND FACTORS
PREDICTING TO SOCIAL VALUES

PREDICTING FROM

PREDICTING PREDICTING FROM QUICK TEST AND
FROM EACH 8 BACKGROUND 8 BACZKGROUND
CHARACTERISTIC  CHARACTERISIICS CRARACTERISTICS
SEPARATELY SIMULTANEOC LY STMULTANEQUSLY
Eta Exnz Beta gg;gi Beta Bexnz
BACKGROUND PREDICTORS:
Socfoeconomic Level .16 .024 12 .015 .10 .009
Number of Siblfngs .11 .011 .05 ,00) .05 003
atc’ en Kome .08 007 .03 .001 .03 .001
Family Relations .35 .125 .3 .109 .32 .103
Religious Preference .11 .013 .01 . 005 .08 .006
Family Political Prefecence .06 004 .03 .0C1 .03 001
Community S{ze .05 .003 .02 .000 .03 Lot
Race (Five-Category) .08 . 006 .04 .01 .05 ,003
Quick Test 5f Intelligence .19 037 16 -025
R= .38 R o 389
- 136 w51
Percent Perceat
Variance Varfance

Expiained = 15.1 Explaired = 16,8

Ela,is the correlation ratfo unadjusted,

Eta’ s the explatned sum of squares unadjusted,

Gefa,is the correlation ratio sdjueted for effects of other predfctors.

Bata' ts the explained sum of sQuares sdjusted for effects of other predictors.

R,i% the sultiple corcedatfon coefficient correctad for degrees :f freedom.

RS fadicates the proportion of variance in the dependent varisble explalned by
all predictors together after correctirg for degrees of freedom.

The Percent Variance €xplained is the percentuge of varfance {n the dependeat
varisble explained by a1l predictors together with no correction fer
degroes of freedon,

For [urther description of these statistics, see the section oOn Muleiple
Clasaification Analysis {n Chapter &.

145 -

~



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

VALUES AND ATTITUDES

TABLE 8-2

JOB ATTITUDE ITEMS

Itea Content

PREFERENCE FOR "A JOB THAT DOESN'Y LiG ME"

A Job where there's no one to dosy me on the work » . . . .
A job where I doa't have to work too hard. . . . . . , .,
A clean job, vhere I don't get dirty . . . . . . . . .
A job wvhere 1 don't have to take & lot of resconsibility, . .
A job that leaves me 2 10t of free time to uo viat T want to do
A Job that my friends thirk s lot of -~ has clans . . . ., .,
A fob that doesn't make me learn s lot Jf nev things . , ., .

PREFZRENCE FOR "A JOB THAY PJ{S OFF"

A job that 1s steady 0o clance of being latd off . , ., ., ,
A Sob vhere 1 can leara new things, lesrn newv skills , ., ., ,
A job with good thances for gettirg ahesd. . . . ., . ., .
A job vherc thapay tm g00d « ¢« . . 4 v 4 4 W .

A Job that uses my skill and abilities -- lets me do che things
can dobest. . . . 0 4 . w0 0w e e e

A job Lhat hes nice {riendly people to work with . . , , .,

A fndex of Asbditious Job Attitudes vas computed a3 follswa:

Attitndens Scor ff Scor: Bug Me Scous

Percentage

Frequencies

Very imporrant

13
16
12
24
25
11

61
57
67
64

62
49

“ha corstant vas added to asvold ncepativue valu« s,

Pretty important
A little imporr,

Not important

&2
k3!

29
38
35
18

[Anbiuoua Job ] - Eob That P-ys] . [Job That Doe'.n'\] + 0
L]

ant

~ N @

W

14

25
23

»
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ting ahead, and making good pay. Agreement with the "joh that
doesn't bug me' items suggests something quite different from
ambition; ln fact it shows a tendency to avoid many things th.t we
associate with ambition—things such as hard work, long hours, re-
sponsibllity, and learning new skills. This difference in Orienta-
tion between the two scales helps us understand why they show
opposite relationships with other dimensions, but it leaves unex-
plained the fact that the two scales have a slight positive corre-
lation with each other. We suspect that the positive correlation
reflects some degree of response set or positive response bias.
There is a strong tendency to check the "'job that pays off'' items
as being very important, This tendency is sharply reduced, but
by no me.as eliminated, in the "job hat doesn't bug me' items.
Obviously, some respondents checked both kinds of items as being
important for themselves, and this is the basis for the positive
correlation between the two scales.

Given these preliminary findings and our interpretation of
them, it seemed appropriate to compute a summary index of am-
bitious job atlitudes, an index which gives positive weight to the
""{ob that pays off"' items and negative weight to the "job that doesn't
bug me' items. Such an index neatly cancels the effects of posi-
tive response blas (since a tendency toward checking 'very im-
portant" operates half positively and half negatively in its effect
on the index score). The formula for this index is presented at
the bottom of Table 8-2.

Background Factors Related to Ambitious Job Altitudes.
Table 8-3 summarizes the relationships between background fac-
tors and the index of ambitious job attitudes. The strongest re-
lationship (Eta = .33) {nvolves the family relations measure, us
shown in Figure §-1. The figure indicates that better family re-
lations tend to be associated with greater ambition, but the effect
is not entirely linear; those at the lowest level of family relations
do not have the lowest mean score on the job attitudes index.
Figure 8-1 also provides a graphic reminder of a general point
first noted in an earlier chapter: adjustments for other background
factors and intelligence d7 not appreciably affect the association
between fumily relations and the criterion, because the family re-
lations measure is only very slightly correlated with the other
predictor dimensions.

The Quick Test provides the next strongest relationship with
the ambitious job attitudes index (Eta = .27). The correlatio. is
linear and positive—the more intelligent a boy is, the more am-
bitious are his attitudes toward jobs. However, adding the Quick
Test to family tackground measures contributes relatively little
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TABLE 8-3

MULTIPLE CLASSIFICATION ANALYSIS OF BACKGROU.D FACTURS
PREDICTING TO AMBITIOUS JOB ATTITUDES

PREDICTING FROM

PREDICTING PREDICTING FROM QUICK TEST AND
FROM EACH « BACKGROUND 8 BACKGROUND
CHARACTERISTIC  CH~RACTERISTICS CRARACTERISTICS
SEPARATELY SIMULTANEQUSLY SIMULTANEQUST.Y _
Eta Euz Beva Bet-z eta 'deuz
BACKGROUND PREDICTORS:
Sociceconomic Level 2 .055 .13 017 .10 .01
Number of Stblings .16 026 .04 .002 .04 .002
Broken Home .08 004 .02 001 .03 .001
Farmily Relations k) 112 .31 .093 .30 .037
Prl{gious Preference Jq2 .029 .09 .008 .08 007
Family Political Preference .05 .002 04 .002 .08 .002
Comunity S{ze .09 .007 .05 002 .0S .002
kace (Five-Category) .20 040 .11 .013 .07 .00S
Quick Test of Intelligance .27 .C 17 .027
R = .402 R = .42)
r2e 162 2. 179
Percent Percent
Varisnce Variznce 4

Explatned « 17.7 Explained = 19.5

l’ta,h the correlst.on retio unadjusted.

Eta" ts the explained sum of squares uasdjusted.

Beln,is the correlation ratio adjusted for effects of other predi -tors.

SeLa” 1a the expialnad aum of squates adjusted for 2ffects of other predictora.

Ryix the multfple correlatfon coefficient corrected for degrees of frecdom.

R" tndicats. the proportion of variance in the dependent varisble explained by
all predictors together after correcting for degrees of freedom.

The Percent Variance Explained is the percentage of variance in the dependent
variable explained by all predictors together with po correction for
degrees of freedom.

For further description of thase statistics, see ths gection on Nultiple
Classification Anslysis tn Chapte. 4,
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: 7IGURE B-1

AMBITIOUS JOB ATTITURES
RELATED ™0 FAMILY RELATIONS
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emamenconnects unadjusted subgroup mesns (Eta = .33},
cwemconnecls means acjusted fo. famlly beckground factors (Beta = .31),
verss cOBDECES means adjusted for family dackground plus intelligeace (Beta = .30),
Shaded bars have width proportionate to subgrowp size, helght proportionate
to one standard deviation above and belov unadjusted subdgroup besa.
See Appendix B for further inforsation and for dsta underlying flgures,
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FIGURE g-2

AMBITIOUS Ou ATTITUDES
RELATED TO RELIGIOUS PREFERENCE

6.2 +

AMBITIOUS JOB ATTITUDES

b ,
g - [~ LS ~ - M LR
3 34 £ 0% f 3 §ig %3
- o 5' [ ] '8 o [
|- -1 d *« U = =]
1 £ v g’ Moy £ U & @ o
Ug [ v 2 v} guu -}
L 63 & 28§ 3%
T : & :
£ § b -
!a B = x
I3 £
a a2
(=]

RELIGIOUS PREFERENCE

e onnects unadjasted sudbgroup aeans (Eta = .17,
enmecounects means adjusted for family background factors (Beta » .09).
restsicconnects means edjusted for family background plus fntellfgence (Beta * .03).
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See Appendix B for further ioformstfon aad (or deta underlytng ffgures.
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to our ability to predict ambitious job attitudes; as the summary
statistics at the bottom of Table 8-3 indicate, the unique o inde-
pendent effects of intelligence explain less than 2 percent of the
total variznce. Our interpretation, based on the model summarized
in Figure 4-12, is that much of the relationship between the Quick
Test and ambitious job attitudes actually reflects background ef-
fects operating through intelligence as an intervening variable.

Turning to one such background factor —socioeconomic level—
which operates through intelligence as an intervening variable, we
find a fairly consistent positive relationship with ambitious job
attitudes (Eta = .23). The one exception to this trend is that those
at the highest socioecono.nic category show no higher ambition
than those at the next highest category.

There are religious differences in job attitudes, as shown
in Figure 8-2. The most ambitious attitudes s.e expressed by
Episcopalians, the least ambitious ones by Baptists, and the rest
of the Protestant denominations show a pattern of job attitudes
that parallels the gradual increase in SEL as one moves from left
to right on the figure. Catholics show just about rverage ambition
i1 their job attitudes. Jewish respondents shew a high level of
ambition, equivalent to that of Episcopaliars.

Racial Differences in Job Allitudes. Some racial differences
exist in job attitudes (Eta = .20). These differences are compli-
cated, however, and require careful examination. We may begin
by observing that black respondents have lower scores than whites
on the index of ambitious job attitudes. Those blacks who attend
integrated schools differ from whites by less than one-third of 2
standard deviati~a, but those In segregated schools (North and
Souh) are about two-thirds of a standard deviaiion lower tian
whites. Of course, these differences are sharply reduced after
adjustment for other background factors. Nevertheless, the data
taken at face value seem to indicate that blacks are les3s ambitious.

Now let us consider what it means to have a low score on
the ambitious job attitudec index. The index {s composed of two
ingredients—the scale indicating preference for "a job that pays
off" and the scale showing preference for "a job that doesn't bug
me. Considering the wav the index was computed, a young man
could have a low ambition score because he has low preference
for "a job that pays off," or because he has high preference for
»a job that doesn’t wug me,'" or both. Our interpretation of racial
differencea depends a good deal on which of the above explanations
applies U most black respondents. The necessary daia were ob-
. \ned from two additlonal multiple classification analyses, one
) redicting to the ''jcb that pays off"* scale and the other predicting
to the "job that doesn't bug me" scale.
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The results from these analyses are unambiguous. Tthere
are scarce'y any racfal differences in preferences for ""a job that
pays off,” with those in integrated schools scoring just above whites
and those in segrecated schools scoring slightly below whites (Eta =
.08). Racial differences do appear when we considec preferences
for "a job that de>sn't bug me.” Along this dimension we find
integrated blacke more than one-third standard deviation higher
than whites; for northern segregated blacks the ditference exceeds
one-half staniard deviation, and for southern segregated blacks
the difference reaches three-quarters of a standard deviation {Eta =
.19),

What can we conclude trom these findings? First, it seems
fairly clear that blacks show no less interest than whites in good,
attractive jobs "'that pay off.” But should we also conclude that
blacks are less willing to work iard, take responsibility, and so
forth? We think that would be a very faulty reading of the data.
The only substantial racial difference we've found here is that
blacks consider it especially important to have a Job where they
are not "bossed,” where they don't have to work too hard, and 1
where they don't get dirty—a job that Is approved by their friends.
Certalnly this Is the sort of attitude that might arise ia reaction
to generations of discrimination in Jobs—discrimination which re-
sulted in black men Lolding relatively mean, dirty, and physically
strenuous jobs. The young black high school student probably
knows better than most whites what it means to have "a job that
does bug me," and avolding that sort of job seems more important
to him than to the average white. In our view, it is likely that
some of the items or. the "job that doesn't bug me" scale mean
sonething very special to black respondents, and that this, more
than anything else, accounts for the raclal differences we have
observed here.

A2

s

Interncl Yersus External Control of Une's Fale

Rotter {1963, 1966) has d!stinguished between indlviduals who
percelve that they themselves control their fate (internal control)
and those who feel they are controlled by outside events {external
control). With race and intelligence held constant, Rotter (1966)
found the perception of internal control to be positively related to
social class, baszd on a national sample of children. Ccleman
(1966) found that "“the extent to which an individual feels that he
has some conirol over his own destiny" (p. 23) {8 an important
predictor of school achievement.

Twelve ftems from Rotter's (1966} I-F (Internal-external)
Scale were included in the Questlonnaire in vrder to measure the
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dimension of personal control. (For a listing of items, see Bach-
man, et al., 1967; for items nlus respc.ise distributions, see Ar-
scott, 1968.) The resulting index of infernal control is positively
correlated with a number of dimensions discussed earlier: am-
bitious job attitudes (r = .38), social values (r = .35), and self-
esteem (r = .23)

Background Faclors Related to Inteynal Control. The rela-
tionships between internal control and backgrourd factors are suni-
marized in Table 8-4. Once again we fiud the family relations
measure to be the strongest predictor (Eta = .29); the better the
family relations a respondent reports, the greater his feeling that
he personally controls his own fate. Soclocconomic level shows
a smal.er positive effect (Eta = .18), and one that is reduced by
half after adjustment for other predictors. This represents a very
weak replication of Rotter's (1966) finding thut social class re-
lates positively to internal control.

Internal control is positively related to intellectual ability.
Its correlation ‘with the Gates Test of Reading CComprehension (de-
scribed in Chapter 4) is somewhat higher (r = .31) than its cor-
relation wit™ the Quick Test (r = .22). This ray simply indicate
a limitation of the instrument for measuring internal control, a
bias related to reading skill. But it could alsc be indicating that
reading skill really is important to feelings cf personal control
among our respondents; in high school the boy who can read well
is more likely to be *in control of the situation” than is the poor
reader.

Turning to racial differences in interaal control, we fiad
that southern segregated blacks are about oae-half standard de-
viation lower than whites, whereas blacks In integrated schools
and northern segregated schools have the sanie scores as whites.
As the data presented in Table 8-4 indicate, very little racfal dif-
ference remalns in internai control after adjusting for other fac-
tors (through Multiple Classification Analysis).

Patricia Gurin and her colleagues {(Gurin. et al., 1969) have
recently found that among black college students it was useful to
distinguish between {wo attltudes a person may hold: the idea
that people in general control their own lives, and the idea that
he countrols his own life. A persca who has been the victim of
discriminatlon may feel that people in general do control their
own lives (high internal control attitude) but feel that he person-
ally has much less control of his own life (low internal control
attitude). This distlnction tas sometimes been reflected in dif-
ferent responses to items in the Rotter I-E Scale, depending on
whether the iteras are phrased in the first perscn ("In my case,
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TAB.E 8-4

MULTIPLE CLASSIFICATION ANALYSIS OF BACKGROUND FACTOKS
PREDICTING TO TOTAL INTERNAL CONTRCI

PREDICTILIG FROM

PREDICT (NG FREDICTING FROX QUICK TEST AND
FROM EACH 8 BACKGROUND 8 BACKGROUND
CHARACTERISTIC  CRARACTERISTICS CHARACTERISTICS
SEPARATELY SIMULTANEOUSLY SIMULTANEQUSLY
Eta _ELZ Beta Beuz Beta Betlz
BACKGROUND PREDICTORS:
Soc loeconomic Level .18 .033 .12 .014 .08 .007
Nuaber of 3iblings .13 .017 04 .002 04 .001
Broken Home .08 007 .03 .00 .02 . 001
Family Relations .29 .086 .27 .074 .26 .068
Religious Preference .08 . 006 .06 . 004 .07 . 005
Fanily Political Preference .05 .003 .02 .00 .02 . 000
Community Size .07 .005 .05 .003 .05 .003
Race (Five-Category) .13 .018 .07 .005 .04 .002
Quick Test of Intellizence .23 .055 .17 .027
Re 327 R = .355
e 107 a2 26
Percent Percent
variance Varisnce

Explained = 12.3 Explained = 14.4

l’(alh the correlation ratfo unadjusted.

Eta” is *he explained sum of squaree unadjusted.

Beta,te the correlation racio sdjusted for effects of other predictors.

Beta® tn the explaired sum of sauares sdjusted for effects of other predicters.

Ryfn the multiple correlation coefficient corrected for degrees of freed.a.

R" {ndicates the proportion of varfance in the dependent varfsble explained ay
all predictors together after correcting for degrees of freedos.

The Peacent tariance Explained 1s the percentage of variance in the dependent.
varfable explained by all predictors together vith 0o correction for
degrees of freedoa.

For fu.ther description of these statistics, see the Section on Multipls
Classification Analysis in Chapter &.
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getting what I want has little or nothing to do with luck") or the
third person ("Becoming a success is a matter of hard work, luck
has little or nothing to do with it").

Among the 12 items from the Rctter scale used in the pres-
ent study are all 5 of the first-person iters which Gurin, et al,
identify as tke *'personal control" factor, and 7 of the 13 third-
person items they identify as the “control ideology" factor. Pre-
limirary analyses carried out with separate indexes for first-per-
son items and third-person items produced essentially the same
patlern of racial differences @5 was found for the index bzsed on
all items. Thus it appears ‘hat the first-person versus third-
person distinction is not uecessary for the analyses presented in
this monograph.

Ajtitudes of Trust

It is hard tc define, much iess measare, such attitudinal di-
mensions a& faith in one's fellow man or trust in social institu-
tions. Nevertheless, in this section we examine two measures of
this sort, trust in people and {rust in the goverminen:. We will
first describe the two scales separately, then discuss jointly their
relationship to background factors.

Trust in People. This scale consicts cf three items devel-
oped in the Political Behavior Program of the Survey Research
Center. They have been used In cross-sectional interview studies
of adult Americans in 1964 and 1968 (see Robinson, et al., 1969,
for a discussion of the scale and lts use in electlon studies), and
in a questionnaire used to study the political socialization of high
school seniors in 1965 (Jennings and Niemi, 1968a2; Jennings and
Niemi, 1968b; Jennings and Levinson, 1968) Table 8-5 presents
the item versions used in our questionnaire, along with response
distributions from our study and the national interview studies.

The differences in Table 8-5 suggest that the tenth-grade
boys In our sample have somewhat less trust in people than do
adulte. Of course, this difference could be due entirely to the
fact that our respondents used questionnaires while the adults re-
sponded t interview questions; it may be harder to tell an inter-
viewer that you don't trust people the: to check such stateraents
on a questionnalre. It 18 possible, however, that the differences
are real, and reflect the norms of present adolescent society.

Trust in the Government. This scale, like the last one,
comes out of the work of the Political Behavior Program of the
Survey Research Center (Rcbinson, et 1), 1963; Jennings and
Niemi, 1868a and b; Jennings and Levineon, 1668). The three items
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TABLE B-5
TRUST IN PEOPLE SCALE
(* Indicates trusting response)

Teath= National Samples
grade of Adulte®
1 HORE STRONGLY Boy e
BEL1EVE THAT!: 11966 (1964) {1968)
#Most pecple can be trusted. «3% 54% 56%
You have to be very careful before
trusting eople. 54% 46X &42
#4ost psople try to be helpful. 53X 5% 60%
¥ost people are just looking out for
thewselves. 452 433 40%
Most people would tske sdvantage of
you £f they had s chance 46X 30% nx
tMost people try 10 be falzr, \ven wvhen
they wouldn't havs to be. 52% 702 2 4
Hissire Dats 2-22
Aversge pumber of trusting responses 1.52 1.78 1.92

Ss. . from Robinson, et ., (1969), pp. $30-532.

presented in Table 8-6 ask whether the government wastes much
tax money, whether it can be trusted to do what is right, and
whether the people running (he government know what they are
doing. Our Questions used different response stems than those
used by Jennings, so precise comparisons of the two sets of dzla
are not possible. Nevertheless, our data from tenth-grad2 boys
seem fairly conslstent with the Jennings study of high school sen-
iors. The young people in both samples think the people in gov-
ernment usually or almost always know what they are doing and
can be trusted to do what is right, but they also think the govern-
ment wastes at least some tax money.

Background Faclors Related to Attitudes of Trust. The two
scales described above are only modestly correlated (r = .18).
They do rlow, however, soine similarities and differences that
make it useful to discuss them jointly. The first similarity worth
mentioning {8 that both trust dimensions are positively correlated
with the family relations scale; the better a young man rates his
family relations, the more faith he has in others (Eta = .14) and
the more he trusts the government (Eta = ,28). -

160 -
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TABLE 8-6
TRUST IN THE GOVERNMFIT SCALE

Percentsge
Frequencies

Do you think the government wastes much of the
money ve pay in taxea?l

Kearly al] tax money fa wasted . . . . .+ . . 5
A lot of tex money 1a wasted. . . . . . . . 25
Some tax money fa wasted . . . ¢« . o o+ . o &0
A little tax money 1a vasted: « .+ . o+ o . o 23
Ko tax money ic vasted. . . . . . .« . . . 5

How much of the time <0 you think you csn trust the
government in Washington to do what is vight?

Almost alvays. « + . .+ + « s« & s+ s « o 2B
Often « » + & o« o 4+ ow e 4w oxo«oa A4
Sometimes « + + + o+ e o« v 4 s e o« o« . 23
Seldom . 5 s o+ x s o+ s s s x s s a 3
Never . « + o o & s s o s « s & s 1

Do you feel that tha pecple running the governmept are
amatt people who usually know what they are doing!?

They almost always know what they are Joiag. . . 30
They usually know vhat they ave doing. . . . . 48
They sometimes know what they are dofng . . . . 17
They aeldom know what they are dofog . . . « . 3
They nevar koow what they atra dofog . . . . . 1

Attitudes of trust related to religious background are sum-
marized in Table 8-7. Robinson, et al., (1969, p. 530) note that
the national samples of adults in 1964 and 1968 provide some sup-
port for the general finding that . .. people belonging to Ffunda-
mentalist religions share a pessimistic credo about their fellow
man." Our own data are consister* with this finding; Baptists and
members of the Church of Christ show the lowest trust in people
among Protestants, while Methodists and Episcopalians show the
hlghest. (The findings among Protestants for the trust in govern-
meat scale show a parallel pattern, but it is very weak.) Catholles
are just above average on both trust scales, a finding that matches
the data on adults.

The largest surprise in our religious data involves Jewlsh
respondents. Among Jewish adulis, trust in people was well above
the national average in both 1964 end 1968 (Robinson, et al., 1969).
In our sample of tenlt -graders, however, Jewish boys were far
below any other grcup on this dimension; they checked an average
of only on® out of three trusting responses. On the other hand,
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TABLE 8-7
ATTITUDES OF TRUST RELATED TO RELIGIOUS BACKGROUND

Trust in Trust i{n the
People Government
Scale Range: 0--3 1-5
Yean: . 1.52 3.67
Stzndard Deviation: 1.10 .66
Religious Belief:
Jevish 1.00 3,83
Roman Catholic, Eastern Orthodox 1.59 3,75
Baptist 1.3% 3,60
Churches of Christ, Disciples
of Christ, United Church of
Christ 1,41 3,64
Lutheran 1.49 .63
Methodist 3.75 3,68
Presbyterian 1.63 N
2piscopal 1,68 3.1
Other Protestant 1.60 3.62
Other and Missing ata 1,43 3,64
(Bta = .14) (Eta = ,03)

they were above uny other religious category in their trust of the
government. These findings are puzzling; later in the chapter we
will diecuse them further.

We considered it quite possible that there would be some
diiferences in trust of the government related lo family political
prefzrence, since Repirblicans are thought t be more wary of
government (especially the government in Washington) than are
Democrats. The results, however, show no difference worth re-
porting (Fta = .06),

Differences among racial groups do exist, These differences
Go pot account for very much of the total varlance in trust sccres,
becauae the largest effects involve the numerically small subgroup
of blacks in integrated sch.ols. Never heless, the findings will
help us gain further perspsudve on attitudes of trust by members
of minority groups. Table 8-8 summarizes difierences In trust
amcong & acial subgrenps.  The data for blacks in integrated schools
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TABLE 8-8
RACIAL DIFFERENCES IN AT1ITULES OF TRUST

Trust fn Trust f{n the
People _ Government
Scale Raige: ¢-3 -5
Mean: 1,52 3.67
Standard Deviation: 1.10 .66
Racial Subgroup:
White 1.54 3.66
Integrated Black 1.08 3.88
Northern legregated black 1.19 350
Soutlerc Segregated Black 1.36 3.69
Other Racfsl Minorities 1.46 3.0
(Eta = .09) (gta = .06)

parallel the uata tor Jewish respondents; compared with the other
racial subgroups, irtegrated hlacks have the lowest trust in people
ard the highest trust in government.

The parallel findings for Jewlsh respondents and blacks in
integrated schools suggest that these minority group members do
feel that people may take advantage of them and that they must
be very carefu. before trusting people, At the same time, they
seem to have a greater than average trust in what government
can do—perhaps because government i{s seen as a defender of
minority rights. Of course, these {nterpretations are no more
than hypotheses. Moreover, the differences among religious and
racial groups are ot large; indeed, one could argue that the simi-
larities In trust ave more impressive than the differences, es-
‘ pecially in light of the discrim'nation that some minority grup

members have experlenced. We have presented and discussed
these relationshir3s in the hope that they will stimulate others,
with larger samples of minority groups, to explore them further.

Politicol Interast and Knowledge

It is one thing to trust the government, and quite another
thing to be lnterested and informed abott government and current
events. On the whole, the tenth-grade boys in our sample report
a moderate level of interest In answer to the following yuestion-
raire itemn: "Some people think about what's golng on in govern-
ment very often, and othery are not that interested. How much of

LRIC
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an interest do you take in government and current events?' Only
1 percent admit to having no interest at all, while 12 percent say
they have very little interest. There are 44 percent who report
some interest, 27 percent a lot of interest, and 14 percent a very
great interest.

Of course, a voung man with a high interest in goveinment
and current events is also likzly to have some information about
public figures. Accordingly, we developed a short and simple
measure of political knowledge, presented in Table 8-9. It seems
clear {rom the frequency of incorrect responses that most tenth-
grade boys have at best limited political knowledge. In the fall
of 1966, virtually ali of them could name Lyndon Johnson as Pres-
ident, but only about half could name Dean Rusk as Secrctary of
State, and only one in four could name the two U. S. Senators
irom his State.

Background Factors Related to Political Knowledge. Table
8-10 sum.marizes tlie prediction to political knowledge from fam-
ily background and intelligence. The summary statistics at the
bottom of the table indicate a gaod dea! of predictabi'ity for what
amounts to only a four-item test. (Since the first question was
answered correctly by practically everyone, the only discrimina-
tion comes from the remaining four items.) Background factors
plus intelligence show a multiple correlation of .45 with this cri-
terion.

The strongest single predictor of political knowledge is, of
course, intelligence. The Quick 'Cest shows a positive correlation
(r = .36). (The GATB-J, which is a more specific measure of
vocabulary and verbal skills, shows a sotnewhat stronger positive
relationship; r = .45). Perhaps about half of the effects of intel-
lectual ability on political knowledge can be viewed as the effects
of intelligence as an intervening variable behveern background fac-
tors and the crviterfon {sec Figure 4-12, arrow B).

Among family background characteristics, socioeconomic
level is the -trongest predictor to political knowledge (Eta = .28).
Boys from the most advantaged homes average 3.3 correct an-
swers, while the average is 2.1 for those from the lowest socio-
economic category. Family size shows a similar effect (Eta =
.20); boys with just one sibling average 3.0 correct, whereas the
average i8 2.0 for those with seven or more siblings.

The cffect of a broken home 15 not large (Eta = .09), and
it becomes much smaller after other background factors are con-
trolled, Political knowledge scores average 2.7 in far:ilies that
ara intact, and 2.3 in those dierupted Ly divorce or separation.
The measure of family relations shows only a small afsoclation
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TABLE 8-9

YOUTH IN TR4NSITION

POLITICAL FNOWLEDGE SCALE

Item Content

%ho 1s the President of ‘he United
States?

Correct answer . .
Incorrect ansver .
Mi{ssing dats. . .

Who is the U.S, Secretary of State?

Correct answer . .
Incorrect answer .
Misaing data. . .

W%ho 1s the U.S. S2cretary of Defense?

Correct answer . .
Incorrect answer .
Mlssing data, . .

Wno are the two U.S, Senators from
yovr statet?

First Mentfcn: Correct ansser . .
Incorrect answer
M{swing dats. . .

Second Ment{on: Correct answer . .
Incorrect answer .
Missing data. . .

Percentage
Freq.eacies

.. 97
PR ]
.. 48
.. 9
. . 43
.. 58
PR |
.. 38
PR 1)
. . 15
P ¥}
.. 24
o9
.. 87

The POLITICAL KNOWLEOGE score s the sum of the
correct answers given to the questions above.
perfect score fa 5. Mo missing data restrictfons.

Mean . . . 2.60
Standard Deviation . . . L.4b
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TABLE 8-10

MULTIPLE CLASSIFICATION ANALYSIS OF BACKGROUND PACTORS
PREDICTING TC POLITICAL KNOWLEDGE

PREDICTING FROM

PREDICTING PREDICTING FROM QUICK TEST AND
FROM EACH 8 BACKGROUND 8 BACKGROUND
CHARACTERISTIC  CHARACTERISTICS CHARACTER'STICS
SEPARATELY S IMULTANEOUSLY SIMULTANEOUSLY
Eta _E_t!i Beta !etuz Bets Betlz
BACKGROUND PRETILTORS:
Soc{ceconomic Level .28 .078 .18 033 11 011
Number of S1blings .20 039 .11 011 .08 .006
Broken tiome 09 008 .04 001 .03 .001
Fan{ly Relations 16 .025 .10 . 009 .08 V007
Relfgious Prefervice 2 051 .15 .022 .14 019
Fanily Pclitical Preference A2 .028 12 .013 .11 012
Communtty Size Jd4 .021 .OR .006 .07 . 004
Race (Five-Category) .8 .0e? .05 .002 12 .013
Qui<k Test of Intellfgence .36 .13 .31 035
R = .3% R = .448
r? 13 e 201
Per nt Percent
Vartance Variance

Explained = 15.0 Explafned » 21.7

Ea,1s the correlatlon ratfo unadjuzted.

Efa” s the explained gua of squartes unadjusied.

Sela,ls the ccsrelation ratio adjusted for effects of other predictore.

B5ela (o the explained sum of squares adjusted for effec’s of cther predictors.

R,ln the multiple corcelation coefficient corrected for degress of freedom.

R {ndicates the proportion of varfance fn the dependent variadle explafned by
81l predicters together after correcting for degrees of freedom.

Tha Pexceat Variance Explained (o the percentage of veriunce fn the dependent
var{able explained by a1l predictors together with ry corgectioa for
degrees of freedom.

Fot further descrintion of these statistics. gee tha section a Halt 'pla
Classification Analysis {n Chapter 4.
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with puiiical knowledge {Eta = .16), and it is difficult to interpret.
The relationship 15 basically the same curvilinear pattern as is
displayed in Figure 4-4 (which shnws mean Quick Test scores for
each category of family relations), Tke rather skeptical discus-
sion of tnat relationship .n Chapter 4 applies equally wel} here;
we suspect the relationship is largely an artifact,

Religious preference shows a fairly substantial relationship
with political knowledge (Eta = .22), although the relationship is
reduced somewhat after adjustments for other background charac-
terictics and intelligence, Figure 8-3 presents the religious dif-
ferences in political knowledge. The largest effect, and the only
one that remains after adjustment for other factors, is thal Jewish
respondents know their political leaders much better (4.0 correct
answers) than the average tenth-grade boy (2.6 correct). This
superior political knowledge is all the more interesting when we
recall that Jewish respondents also show the highest levels of trust
in the government. Apparently it is not a blind trust

There are only slight differences in political knowledge de-
-znding on whether a boy's family 18 Republican or Democrat, and
these slifierences all but disappear after adjusting for differences
in other background factors and intelligence. A more substantial
difference involves those who could not be placed ¢ the Republi-
can-Democrat continuum, most often because the respondent did
not know the political p-eference of ono or both parents. It is
scarcely surprising that the mean score for the category including
these boys is noticeably lower (2.3) than the average score for
boys whose parents' political preference could be classified on the
Republican-Democrat continuum (2.8).

Community size shows some small differences in political
knowledge (Eta = .14); scores are lowest for boys raised on a
farm, and next lowest for those raised in the country but not on
a farm. The differences that appear are just about the same as
the differences in Quick Test scores noted in Chapter 4. Accord-
ingly, very little of the community size differences remain aftes
adjustmeant for intelligence and other background factors,

Racial differences in political knowledge are quite small.
Integrated blacks are ldentical to whiles in their political know-
ledge, and blacks in segregated schools are only slightly lower,
When we consider the falrly strong correlations between political
knowledge and such factors as socioeconomic level and the Quick
Test, it 18 perhaps sur;rising that blecks score 80 high. Indeed,
after adjustment for theae factors in Multiple Classification Anal-
ysis, it appears that blacks {particularly those in southern segre-
gated schools) have political knowledge ecores relatively higher
than whites.

167"




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. T

Yy &Y

VALUES AND ATTITUDES 159

FIGURE 8-3

POLITICAL XWOWLEDGE
RELATED TO RELTGICUS PREFERENCE

5.0 +
4.5 T
4.0 T

.

3.0 ¢+

2.5 71

POLITICAL NOWLEDGE

1.5 v

Jawish
Luthersn
Epiecopal

Mathodist
Oth.>r Protastant

Ronsn Catholic,
Lastern Orthodox
Baptiet

Church of
Christ, etc.
Presbyterisn
Missing Data
and Ofhey

REL1LTOUS PREFERENCE

smeweconnects unadjusted subgroup seann (Ets = .22).
renetonnects means adjusted for family dackground factors (Bita # .15).
vesi-ocONNECES Weans adjusted for family background plus fatelligance (Bets = ,14),
Sladed bars heve width proportionsta to subgroup alea, height proporticnate

to ora standard deviation abcve and below ‘medjusted sudgroup mean.
Sae Appendin K for fureher {nforration and for Cete uvaderlying ffgurea.
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Summory

In this chapter dealing with vaiues and attitudes there are
several instances where racial and religious subgroups differ sub-
stantially from the average. There are also a number of positive
correlations with the measure of family relations, a pattern that
appeared also in Chapters 6 and 7.

A composite measure of soclal values i3 ong of the dimen-
sions strongly correlated’ with family relations. Social values
scores also show a tendency toward a positive correlation with
intelligence,

A summary index of ambitious job attitudes correlates pos-
itively with good family relations; the effect, however, is not en-
tirely linear, siace those who report the poorest family relations
are not lowest in ambition. The relationship between intelligence
and job awbition is straightforward: the more intelligent a boy
is, the more ambitious are his attitudes toward jobs. There are
also fairly strong tendenclee toward highly ambitious job attitudes
in Jewish and Episcopalian families, and families at high socio-
economic levels.

Racial differences in the ambitious joh attitudes scale have
been traced to a stronger than average sensitivity among blacks
when it comes to jobs that are dirty, closely supervised, and other-
wise potentially unpleasant. No racial differences appear in pos-
itive attraction toward jobs that involve self-development, self-
utilization, and a chance to get ahead. We interpret these differ-
ences and similarities to indicate a reaction by blacks to a history
of job discrimination rather than Jower ambition.

A short version of the Rotler (1969) measure of internal
control, or control over one's fate, is positively correlated with
family relations and with measures of intellectual ability.

Two measures of trust, trust in poople and trust in the gov-
ernment, are positively correlated with family relations. They
also show some relationship with religious belief; i1 particular,
Jewish respondents have higher trust in government tut (contrary
to previous findings with adult respondents) low trust in people.
A similar pattern of high trust in government and low trust in
pecple appears among blacks in imtegrated schools.

A very short test of information about political figurer re-
lites to intelligence and *o 3 number of family backgrcund factors.
Here the Jewish respondents are outstanding; their political know-
ledge scores are a full standard deviation tbove the overali aver-

age.
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Chapter 9
BEHAVIORS

The behaviurs of grestest interest in the Youth in Transition
study are not yet available for analysis, Such bebaviors inclade
whether a boy drops out of high school or graduates, whether he
enters a college or work role of his choice, and how well he suc-
ceeds In his post-high school environment. The present chapter
on behaviors must be iimited to three dimensions that were meas-
ured as our subjects cntered tenth grade: delinquent behaviors,
rebellions behavior in school, and scholastic achievement (grades).

Delinquent Behaviors

"Almost all of the research on delinquency begins in the of-
ficial records of police, courts, and institutions. A large num-
ber of delinquent acts and the identitics of children who comnit-
ted them are unrecorded in these sources. In addition, they may
rot accurately reflect the distribi*ion of delinquency by sex, social
status. rave, and other varlables" (Gold, 1966, p. 27).

The above statement by Gold indicates one of the reasons
for including delinquent acts among the bohaviors studied In this
project—there Is a lack of survey data in ihls area. Extensive
work 1ow being ca'ried out by Gold and his colleapues, supple-
mented by the precent data on a national sample oy high school
boys, ghould do much to remedy this situation.

A second reason for studying del'vquent acts goes beyond
the carrent need for descriptive data inthis area. Delinquent be-
havior it an important part of the erperience of some yourg men.
It is ale: likely that this sort of behavior is fufluenced by social
environn.ents, tncluding family, schocl, and job.

Our meacure of delinguent behaviors was adapted directly
from one used by Gold (1968). A 28-item checklist was admin-
istered as a separate questionnaire, with speclal instructions that
emphasized the complete confidentiality of the information. The
checklist and instructions are presented in Table 9-1, along with
response distributioss for each item.

The behaviors covered In the checklist range from rather
innocuous things like staying out too late (question 1) to very seri-
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TABLE 9-1
| CHECKLIST OF DELINQUENT BEHAVIORS )

Tr2 questioas on the next two Pap?s deal with a part of teenagers’
1ives ve don’t know very much about -- things they do which may be sgainst
the rules or against the lawv. The Questions here are abcut things other
boys have told us they've dooe which could get them in trouble.

Some or these things may be difficult for you to answer; they may
be things you've told very few people. But, if we're going to understand
boys 81l across the country, then each ferson must snswer 2s honestly as
he can.

Remenber, no one outside the resesrch staff will see your answers.
This sheet will have only & pumber to identify it and your nase won't be |
used with {c. ;

WHEM YOU HAVE PINISHED TKIS SECTION, FOLD THE QUESTIONS, FUT THEM
IN THE SPECIAL ENVELOFE AND SEAL IT. REMEMBER, EVERYTHING YOU WRITE
DOWN IS COMPLETELY CONPIDENTIAL -~ NO ONE AT SCHOOL OR HOME WILL KNOW :
YOUR ANSWERS! i

T'ere sre & number of things which you might 4o that could get you i
into trouble. tlesse 1ell us how many times you have done these things
{n the last three years -~ asy fince o1 started the seventh grade. For

each question, put a check fn the box n:at to the answer that 1s true
for you.
In the last three
years, how often
have you doue this?
-
i,
o ¥
M
.y
o O o
LSS B
1. otsyed out later than parents said you should . . . . 4¢ 18 12 10 13
2. GCot intc & serious fight with a student fn school e e 7 913 22 46
Y. Run avay fromhose - . .+ . = o+ o+ s 4 = o+ . s o+ . 1L 1 2 185

&. Teken something not belonging to you worth under $50. . . . 9 6 921352 |

S. Went onto someone’s 1and or 10to sowe houss or building whe 1
you wrren't supposed to be there . . . . . . . . . . 1513152133 i

6. Sat flre to someone else's propetty oo purpose, . . . . . 1 1 2 490
7. Been suspended or expelled fromschool . . . . . . . . 1 1 2 B8

8. Cet something by telling & person sorething bsd would happen
to hie 4f you d18 pot get vhat you vanted . . . . . . . ) 3 615469

9. Argued or had & fight with elther of your pareats. . . . . 1910111838
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BEHAVIORS
TABLE 9-1 (CONTINUED)
In the 1ast
years, how
have you done
L
i
2 3
®
oW
1y
c °o <
“m 2
10. Got into trouble with the polfce because of something you 4id . 3 4 6
11. Hurt gomeone badly enough to need bandages or a doctor . . . 2 2 6
12, Damaged achool property on purpose . . . .+ + .+ &+ . o+ 2 3 6
13, Tsken something from a store without paying for 4t . . . . 10 711
14, HIt s tescher « + &+ & ¢ « o 4 s s s s s s s e s 1 11
15. Druak beer or liguor without parents' permission . . . . . 19 7 7
16. Smoked fo school (against the rules) . . . . , . . . . 8 2 13
17. Hit your father . . . + . &+ « 4 + + » 4 s+ + + s+ 21 1%
18. Tsken a car that didn’t “elong to someone in your faafly without
permissfon of the owpzae & . & . . . . e o e . e . 2 2
19. Taken an expensive psrt of a car without permission of the
OWDEE. ¢ &+ 4 o+ e 4 s+ » s s s s s e e e s s 111
20. Tsken part io a fight where a bunch of your friends are against
another bunch « « + « + + + & « v s s e s o4 s 4+ 8
21, Kit your mother . . &+ + &+ o 4+ 4 & s+ s 4 . e« s+ . 1 11
21. Teken something rot belonging to you worth over $5%¢ . . . . 1 1 3
23. Rad to “uiing your parents to school because of something you did 2 2 §
24, Teken an inexpensivi part of a car without permfesfon of the
OWHET. & &« & s s s s s s 4 4 e e s e e e e s 2113
15, Skipped a duy of school without & rest excuse . . . . . o 10 6 9§
26. Used a knife ot gun or sose cther thing {1ike # club) to get
something from a person foe e e e e e e e e e 111
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7 Once

13
21

14

17

12

15

Never

o
o

72
48
89
50
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ous maiters like assault (questions 11, 14, 17, and others). The
items vary not only in their seriousness, but also in their sub-
stantive nature. Some deal with disruptive or delinquent behavior
in school (questions 2, 7, 12, 14, 16, 23, and 25); some focus on
interpersonal aggression (questions 2, 8, 11, 14, 17, 20, 21, and
26); and some cover acts of theft and vandalism (questions 4, 5,
6, 12, 13, 18, 19, 22, and 24). Each of the above topics has been
the basis for a separate sub-scale based or the items listed.
Two additional sub-scales reflecting frequency and seriousness of
delinquent behavior have been developed, based on the work of
Gold (1966) and Sellin and Woligang (1964). The sub-scales are
based on overlapping sets of items; they are highly correlated with
each other and with a total score based on all 26 items.

Delinquent or disruptive behaviors in schcol during the pre-
ceding three years are admitted by a considerable number of tenth-
grade boys. Half of them report getting irto a serious fight with
another student at leasi once, There were 10 percent who said
they skipped at least one day of school unexcused. About one in
four admits having intentionally damaged school property, while 8
percent report having hit a teacher.

Hitting a teacher and fighting with students are instances of
interpersonal aggression as well as delinquency in school. Other
sorts of aggression include the following: 9 percent report having
hit their father during the last three years and 6 percent repcrt
having hit their mother; 33 percent report participation in group
fights; and 6 percent report the use of a weapon to threaten some-
one.

Shoplifting 18 admitted by about half of the respondents, and
10 percent report doing so five or more times during the past
three years. More serious thefts are less frequent: 10 percent
report taking something worth more than fifty doliars, and 2 per-
cent admit doing so more than twice. Nine percent report having
taken a car (other than the family car) without permission; pre-
sumably such thefts were most often merely for "joyride" pur-
poses, since only 6 percent admit to stealing an expensive part
of a car,

Many of these figures are surprisingly (and somewhat de-
pressingly) high. But do we have any way of knowing whether
they are valid? Our evidence here {s indirect, but promising.
Gold's (1966, 1870) study of undetected delinquent behavior in-
cluded an extensive effort to check on the validity of his inter-
view data through the use of "informants' ~teenigers who seemed
lixely to have information about the delinquency of other boys and
girls. Based on this source of data, Gold reached the following
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conclusfon: '"Overall, 72 percent of the youngsters seemed to tell
us everything which informants had told us; 17 percent appear to
be outright concealers; the rest are guestionables'' (1966, p. 33).

Gold's interview procedure involved several features that
could not be readily duplicated in our nationwide study. Perhaps
most important is the fact that his interviewers were only slightly
older than the respondents and were matched for sex and race,
In addition, the interviews in the Gold study were very heavily
focused on delinquent behaviors, whereas in our own study delin-
quency could be assigned only a modest portion of the total meas-
urement effort. These considerations led us to use a question-
naire checklist ratter than the interview, although we realized
that our meth.ds taight produce data not at all comparable to
Gold's. Such was not the case. A comparison of the response
distributions in Table 9-1 with unpublished data provided by Gold
and his associates indicates that the two trchniques produce sim-
ilar frequencies of reported delinquency. Moreover, our failure
to find meaningful relationships between a total index of delinquency
and race or socioeconomic level (reported below) is largely con-
sistent with current findings by Gold and his associates,l

Background Faclors Related to Delinguent Behaviors, We
ncted above that a number of different sub-scales have been de-
veloped from the 26 {lems in the checklist. A thorough examina-
tion of delinquency in ovr longitudinal analyses will need to deal
with these sub-scales separately. For purposes of the present
monograph, however, it was necessary to limit our analysis to a
summary index based on all 26 items.

The relationships between our background measures and the
summary index of delinquency can te reported very qulckly. Only
the family relations measure shows a meaningful association with
delinquency; the better a boy gets along wlth his family, the less
delirquency he reports (Eta = .33). The delinquency measure is
unrelated to the Quick Test (Eta = .05), We {ind virtually no
association between delinquency and socioeconomic level (Eta =
.07, the product-moment measure of linear correlations 15 a pos-
ifive .08), The relationship with race is evon smeller (Eta = .04).

How is it that these findings are so inconsistent with data
based on police and court records which indicate much higher de-
linquency among lower class boys? According to Gold's findings,
police much more often make official records of the offenses of
lower status boys. Gold interprets these findings as follov.s:

IWe are indebled to Mariin Gold und Jay Williams for providing these
dal., and for reviewing this portion of the manuscript.
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"'Some judgment by the police about the sbility of a family to con-
trol its son's behavisr is likely to be a major factor in determining
whether official action will be taken. Lower statu. familizs as a
group are judged less able to keep their sons out of trouble, so
official action is more often taken" (1966, pp. 38-79).

The {indings in our present study are only preliminary.
Hopefully they will be expanded and clarified by those specializing
in the analysis of delinquency and by longitudinal analyses in later
stages of the Youth in Transition project. For the present, our
tentative conclasion is that family backgrour 1 causes of delinquency
are not closely linked to social class; rather, they have to do
with the quality of interpersonal relations between parents and
children.

Rebellious Behavior in School

Our measurement of rebeilious acts in school is simllar in
several respects to the measurement of delinquency. A series of
13 questionnaire items usked respondents to report whether they
often or teldom engage in disruptive behavior in school, break
rules, or do poor school work. A tolal scale of re’ ellious be-
havior in school, based on all 13 items, is highly correlated with
the index of delinquency (r = .52).

Table 9-2 presents the items measuring rebellious behavior,
along with response distribuiions. The only reverse-scored item
{question 3) indicates that students only "sometimes" do their best
work in school—a finding that should come as no surprise to teach-
ers or students. "Seldom' or 'never" 18 the most frequent re-
sponse to questions about disruptions such as arguing with students
or teachers, or doing things to make teachers angry. When it
comes to things like belng unprepared, or turping in sloppy or in-
complete assignments, the frequencics terd to be slightly higher,
but the modal response remains "'seldom.”

A majority adr:it to at least occasional cheating on tests.
Two percent say they almost always do so, 4 percent say it hap-
pens often, 15 percent say they cheat someiitaes, and 38 percent
say they seldom cheat, Forly percent eay that they never cheat
on tests.

Background Faclors Related to Rebellious Behavior in School.
As in the case of delinquency, the measure of family relations is
the strongest of the background predictors to rebellious behavior
in school. The better a boy reports getting along with his parents,
the less misbehavior he reports in school (Eta = .38). Here the
parallel with dellnquency erds; rebellious behavior in school does
relate, at leas! weakly, to several additional background factors.
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TABLE §-2
CEECKLIST OF REBELLIOUS BEHAVIOR IN SCHOOL
Percentage
Frequencies
—r

Almoat always

Seldom
Never

Cftea

Bow often do you fight or srgue with other stedvats, . . . ., 2 6 26 51 il
Bov often do you argue with you teachers . s e e s . . o 1 619 45 28

How often do you do your best work in schcol . . e e e L 12393412 2

r;. How often do you goof-off In class 80 others can’t wark . . . 2 129 40 20
) How often I3 you cowe late tuv achool. . e+ e . s e . .1 3103648
| Bov often are you late to class . . . L B S &Y 3
[ How often do you okip clzases (wh-a sgainst the school rules) . 1 3 8 18 68
Bow oftea do you come to class unprepared . . . . ., ., ., I 734513

Bow often do yu do thirge that you know will make the
teacher angry . . ., ., , [, [, 7, e r e e e . 207 2648 22

Bow often do you chert oo tests , . . e e e e e . . . 2 &1538 40

Bow often do you turn {n sloppy or incomplate sssfgnments. ., . 1 & 28 A4 19

How often do you copy gomeone elee's sssignments. . . . ., 2 6 24 &2 3%

Eov often are you iu,t after sclool . ., ., . e v e v . .1 3 627162
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Rebellious behavior in school {s somewhat greatcr among
voys from lower sociozconomic levels (Eta =.12). It is aiso re-
lated to family size, but the effect appears only at the lergest
category; school misbehavior is almost one-half a standard devia-
ticr. above average for boys with seven or more siblings (Eta =
.15). Finally, rebellious behavior in school ghows only a very
siight negative correlation with the Quick Test {r = -.12) and a
little larger one ~vith the Gates Test of Reading Comprehension
(r = -.19).

Scholastic Achievement (Grades)

The fact that a majority of tenth-grade boys admit to cheat-
ing on teste is a vivid 1eminder of the great importance young
men attach to getting grod grades. We noted in Chapter 5 that
success in school (good grades) is seen as an essential key to
later vocztionzl success. In the interview segment dealing with
future plans, we asktd the general question, "What could prevent
your plans from working out?" The n nst frequent response, men-
tioned by 29 percent of the respondents, was 'gradee not good
enough' or '"not enoagh education." The n:xt question in the inter-
view was more specific: '"How important do you think your high
school grades are in making your plans work out?" Given a choice
of five categories, 13 percent chose the highest, "very important,”
and 18 pecrcent chose the next category, "quite important.” Con-
sidering that a much smaller proportion of these boys planned to
go to college {about 58 percent), this emphasis on grades is strik-
ing.

Our measure of academic performance ls based on the fol-
lowing question, asked early in the interview: "What i8 the aver-
age grade you got in your viasses last year? Puttlng them sl
together, how would your grades average out?" The respondent
selected a grade from a list provided by the interviewer. Since
our subjects were just beginning tenth grade, their answers of
course refer to the average grades ' -y attained as students in
the ninth grade. There is evidence that the reports of grades ob-
tained from the respondents are quite valid and reliable. Part of
that evidence invoives relationships witli background measures and
intelligence, reported below. Further evidence comes from later
data collections. There is a high degree of consistency in self-
reported grades across the first three data collections in our ton-
gltudinal sequence (product-moment correlations range from .19
to .69). It was also possible to compare sell-reported grad:s
with some school records after the third data collection; the pro-
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dvct-moment correlation is .71 (based on 920 cases). One fur-
ther bit of evidence suggests that the self-reports of grades are
not distorted by the need for social approval; the correlation be-
tween the Crowne-Marlowe scale and grades is -.0l.

Background Faclors Related to Grades. Table 9-3 relates
self-reported grades (in ninth grade) to family background char-
wcteristics and intelligence. It is clear from the table that a num-
ber of dimensions are related to grades, and that the strongest
relatlonship involves the Quick Test (Eta = .36). Other measures
of intellectual ability, not shown in the table, are also good pre-
dictors of grades; product-moment correlations are .36 for tke
Gates Test of Reading Comprehension, ani .44 for the GATB-J
test of vocabulary skill.

It is useful here to consider intclligence as an intervening
variable between family background characteristics and the cri-
terion of grades. Applying the model summarized in Figure 4-12,
and using data obtained ‘rom Table 8-3, we conclude that the ex-
plained variance in scl.ool grades can be assigned in three almost
equal parts to the vaique effects of irtelligence (arrow A, in Fig-
ure 4-12), the unique effects of family background (arrow C), and
the effects nf family background cperating through intelligence as
an intervening variable (arrow B).2 Put another way, we can say
that the family background factors have about half of their impact
through their more basic effect on intelligeice, but the other half
of their effect lies above and beyond intelligence; likewise, about
half of the effect of intelligrnce can be traced back further to fam-
ily background, but half is separate from—or in addition to—those
background fa:tors. :

Socioeconomic level leads the list of family characteristicas
predicting to guod grades (Eta = .?6); boys from the highest cat-
egory average avout B, while thos2 from the lowest category av-
erage hetween C ind C+. Family size shows a smaller and neg-
ative relationship with grades (Eta = .18); there is a slight bu
steady decline froni an average grade of B- among only chiidren
to an average grade between C and C+ for boys with seven or
more siblings.

The family relations measure shows a moderaie pasitive
correlation with grades (Eta = .21). Those boys wio report the
poorest relations with their parents have grades averaging C+,
while those with tha best fumily relations average fust above B-.

ZMore precisely, the application of .he modrl In Figure 4-12 woald
8fslgn the 20.0 percent explalned sum of squares (unadjusted for degrees
of freedom) as [ollows: Arrow A ~ 7.0 percent; Arrow B = 6.8 percent;
Arrow C = 7.2 percent.
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TABLE 9-3
MULTIPLE CLASSIFICATION ANALYS1S OF BACKGROUND FACTORS
PREDICTING T(: GRADES
PREDICTING FROM
PREDICTING PREDICTING FROM QUICK TEST AND
FROM EACH § BACKGROUND 8 BACKGRCHD
CHARACTERISTIC  CHARACTERISTICS CHARACTESISTICS
SEPARATELY S TMULTANEQUSLY $ DAL {ANEQUSLY
Eta Eea’ Bets !g}!i Betrs Bctlz
BACKGROUND PREDICTORS:
Socloeconomic Level .26 .065 .20 .039 .12 .015
Number ¢f Siblings .18 .031 .11 .011 .08 .C06
Bzokea lome .10 .01 .07 .004 .06 004
Family Pelstions .21 042 .16 .026 A5 .022
Religfous Preference .16 027 .09 .008 .08 . 006
Family Politica) Prefercnce .11 .013 .06 .004 .05 .002
Community Size .10 .009 .07 .006 .09 .097
Race (Five-Category) .10 .009 .04 G0l .10 010
Quick Test of Intelligence .36 128 ) .096
R = .)38 Ro= 429
g2a 116 2. 185
Percent Percent
Varfsnce Varlance
Explafned » 13.0 Expl-ined = 20.0

Eta,is the correlation ratic unadjusted.

E£1° 9 the explsined sum of squares unadjusted.

Beta,is the correlation ratio sdjusted for effects of other predictors.

Beta' 1s the explsined sum of squires sdjusted for elfects of other predictors.

Roin the multiple cotrelation coef’lclent sorrected for degrees of [reedom.

R gndfcates the propocction of veriunce io the dependent variasble explafaed by
a1l predictors together alter correctig for degrees of freedon.

The Percent variance Explained is the percentage of vartsnce in the dependent
.ar{sble explained by 11 predictors together with no cortection for
degrees of freedoa.

Lor further description of these statistics, see the section on Maltiple
Classification Analysis in Chapter 4.
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Jewish respondents have the highest average grade, aidway
between B- and B. This racdest departure from the overall av-
erage is reduced considerably after adjustment for socioeco-
nomic level and is reduced still further after adjustment ‘or Quick
Test scores. The other religious subgroups all have average
grades between C+ and B-, and adjustments for other predictors
make virtually ao change in this picture.

It 1s rather difficult to make sense of racial differences in
grades. Most black respcnderts are located in segregated schools,
and laus school differences in grading practices could masqguerade
as racial differences. It {3 the case that blacks in northern seg-
regated schucls report grades that average just above C+, while
those in southern segregated schools average just under C+. Ad-
justing for differences in family background only, the difference
3 between segregated blacks and whites ig very slightly reversed—
3 blacks have if anything relatively higher grades than whites. This
1 effect {s heightened siightly if in addition we adjust for differences
3 in Quick Test scores. The effects of such adjustments are not
F large however; they amount to roughly the difference between C+
4 and B-, .

The comparison between whites and those blacks who are in

‘ integrated schools may be a bit more valid, since the black and
3 the vhite grades in this case are not assigned by a completely
* different set of schools. Here we find a very small initil dif-
ference which is completely eliminated by adjusting for differences
-n socioeconumic level and other family background factors; fur-
ther adjustment for Quick Test gcores does not change this fint-
ing at all, ‘
3 In short, there are very iew differences between grades of
blacks and whites, and the small differences that exist arc elim-
} inated or reversed by controlling for other background factors.
. In integrated :ichools, there are no meaningful differences between
races with rerpect to grades.

Saaiibons

Summary

The levels of delinquency reported by tenth-grade boys in
the present study correspond falrly closely with data from studies
that fucus primarily on deiinquent behavior. Like these other
studies, we find little association Letween delinquency rates and
such background dimensions as sociocconomic level and race. we
do find a strong inverse agsociation between family r~lations and
delinquency; the belter a boy reports getting along with his par-
ents, the less delinquency he reports.
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ftems dealing with rebellious behavior in school indicate that
few students engage in disruptive behaviors such as arguing with
teachers or doing things to anger them, However, a majority
admit to at least occasiornal cheating on tests, Tha strongest
predictor of rebellious behavisr in school is family relations; those
who get along best with their parents are least disruptive in school.
Othey background factors tha. relate slightly to school misbehavior
include socioecor’ mic level and number of siblings. Rebellious
behavior in school is also somewhat greater among those who are
lower in intelligence and reading ability.

Academic achievement, measured by self-reports of Gverage
class grade during the preceding year (ninth grade), is strongly
related to measures of intelligence and academic ability, and also
to family Dackground factors. About one-third of our prediction
of grades may be described as unique effects of intelligence, an-
other third as unique effects of family background, and the re-
maining third as background effects operating through intelligence
as an intervening variable.

The most Important predictor of school grades is socioeco-
nomic level, Also :mportant are family size, family relations,
and religious preference. Very few racial differences appear in
schocl grades.
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Chapter 10

COLLEGF PLANS AND
OCCUPATIONAL ASPIRATIONS

Young men in high school consider the choice of an oceupa-
tion, and related choices about educational preparation, a., the most
critical decisions they face (Douvan and Adelson, 1966). This con-
clusion from a national survey is consistent with much theoretical
work, including the broad perspective of Erikson {1950, 1859}, who
stresses the importance of the occupaticral Identity as a part of
the total process of identity formation, and the more specific the-
orizing of Ginzburg (1951), Super (1957), and others.

The need for some sort of occupational identity is reflected
in the fact that 85 percent of our respondents were able to pro-
vide at least a tentative occupational echoice when asked '"What sort
of work do you think you might do for a living?" (The comparable
figure from the Douvan and Adelson study is 86 percent, for their
sample of boys age 11 to 16.) Of course, the occupation a boy
chooses in tenth grade is often quite different from the czne he
actually enters a few years later. Occupational plans, s well us
plans for college, undergo conslderable change during the high
school years. Nevertheless, the choices made early in high school
do reflect directions and levels of aspiration that are far-reaching
in their implications. In particular, the slatus of aspired occupa-
tion, if not the specific occupational content, shows g good deal
of stability during the high school years. (We will have more to
say about this matter of stability in the final chapter.)

Occupational Aspirations

Midway through the interview, the respondents were asked
"What sort of work do you think you might do for a living?" As
we noted above, 85 percent mention some specific ocnupation or
occupational category in response to this question. These re-
sponses were coded and converted to the Duncan socioeconomic
status index (Relss, 1961),

The miean Duncan scale value of the boys' aspired occupa-
tions i 60, with & standard deviation of 26; this is considerably
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higher than the mean Duucan value of 38 for their fathers' occupa-
tions, Fully half of all our respondents {and well over half of
thosu stating an occupational preference) aspire to a professional
or technical career. Teaching and engineering were the specific
occupations most frequently mentioned by the boys (by 5 percent
and 4 percent, respectively).

Some of these aspirations are unrealistically high. We have
recently reported ¢lsewhere (Johnston and Bachman, 1969) that
aspirations among the non-college-bound show a decline butween
tenth and twelfth grades; so by the end of high school the discrep-
ancy between fathex . occupation and son's aspired occupation is
not quite so great as that reported above, There will, of course,
be furtlier adjustments in aspiration, often in a downward direction;
and, in addition, occupational attainments will often bc somewhat
lower than aspir.tions.

In spite of the unrealism noted above, the ocrupational as-
pirations reported by most tenth-grade boys ~re not, {n our view,
highly unrealistic. The generation represented by these boys will
surely attain higher occupational levels than their fathers, on the
average; the advance of technology and greater opportunities for
higher education will see to that,

College Plans

The pext questions in the interview sequence, following the
item about c2¢ ;pational aspiration, were designed to discover plans
for college. Those respondents who stated an occupational prefer-
ence were asked, "How do you plan to get into this sort of work?"
Those who did not state an occupational preference were asked
what they expected to do after high schoo’. Slightly more than
half of those responding to each of these questions said they plan-
ned to enter college; a total of 58 percent of the sample aspire
to college or some other form of post-high school education (e.g.,
technical school). (For purposes of the present analyses, a sim-
ple dichotomous variable was constructed indicating whether a re-
spondent did, or did not, state a plan to enter post-high school
education.) This total of 58 percent is not at all inconsistent with
current statistics concerning the proportion of young men who ac-
tually do go on to post-high school education.

Intelligence as o Determinant of Plans and Aspirations

It will be convenient in this section, and throughout the rest
of this chapter, to discuss college plans and occupational aspiration
jointly. One reason for doing so is that they are closely inter-
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related in the actual plans a young man makes-—quite often the
primary reason for going to college is to attain a specific occupa-
tion or to qualify for a certain level of occupation. Another rea-
son for treating college and occupational plans jointly is that they
are highly correlated (Eta = .59), and they show very similar re-
lationships with background predictors.

Table 10-1 shows the predictions from background factors
and intelligence to both status of occupational aspirations (Part A)
and college nlans (Part B). Aspired occupation, a continuous var-
iable, is somev'hat more predictible than is the dichotomous var-
iable, college plans (multiple R's are .50 and .40, respectively);
however, the overall pattern of relationship is closely parallel for
the two criteria, as a comparison of Parts A and B of Table 10-1
indicates.

Now let us consider the role of intelligence as a determinant
of college and occupational plans. A glance at Table 10-1 indi-
cates that the Quick Test s a strong predicto. of both criteria.
Figure 10-1 presents graphically the relationship between the Quick
Test and occupational aspirations. The other measures of intel-
lectual abllity (the GATB-J test of vocabulary and the Gates read-
ing test) show the same strength of relationship as does the Quick
Test; any one of these measures used alone carn account for about
14 percent of the variance in occupational aspiration and about 9
percent of the variance in college plans. When added to the fam-
ily background dimensions as a predictor, the Quick Test can ex-
plain uniquely about 5§ percent of the variance in occupational as-
piration and about 4 percent of the variance in college plans. This
is an important increment, but it is not larger than we might have
expected, given the importance of intelligence for academic and
occupational success,

I{ we apply the total predictive model first Introduced in
Figure 4-12, we conclude that much of the relationship between
intelligence and future plans can be viewed as the effects of fam-
ily backrround functioning through inielligence as an intervening
variable. A summary of the model, as applied to the prediction
of college plans and occupational aspirations, is presented in Fig-
ure 10-2. I we consider the total amount of explained variance
in plans or aspirations as equal to 100 percent, then we can assign
portions of that explained variance as follows: 20 percent of our
explanation is i+ terms of the unique effects of intelligence, that
part of intelligece tha. cannot be traced back to family back-
ground as we have mecasured it (arrow A}; 30 percent of our ex:
planation is in terms of family background variables that have
their cffect through intelligence as an intervening varinble (arrow
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TABLE 10-1A
MULTIPLE CLASSIFICATION ANALYSIS OF BACKGROUND FACTORS
PKEDICTTNG TO OCCUPATIONAL ASPIRATIONS

PREDICTING FROM

PREDICTING PREDICTING FROM QUICK TEST AND
FROM EACH 8 BACKGROUND 8 BACKGROUND
CHARACTERISTIC CHARACTERISTICS CHARACTERISTICS
SEPARATELY SIMULTANEOUSLY SIMULTANEQUSLY
Eta Etlz Beta Betaz Beta letaz
BACKGROUND PREDICTORS:
Sociceconomic Level 37 134 .26 o7 .20 .041
Number of Siblings .27 .0n .14 .019 .10 .010
Broken Kome .07 .005 .02 000 .02 .000
Family Relatiors .16 .025 .11 .01? .10 .009
Religious Preference .18 .02 .08 .007 .07 .005
Fasily PolitScal Freference .11 011 .06 N .06 004
Community Size .29 .084 .19 .027 .18 .034
Race (Five-Category) .13 .018 .04 .002 .12 .014
Quick Test of Intelligence ek 138 .27 074
R= 449 R = .500
gla 201 xl- 250
Percent Percert
Variance Variance

Explained = 7.0 Ex, 1nined = 26.9

Eta,1s the correlation ratlo unadjusted.

Eta" {s the explained sum of squares unsdjusted,

Beta,is the correlaticn ratio adjusted for effecta of other predictors.

Beta’ 1s the explained sum of squares sdjusted for effects of other grediceors.

R, 18 the multiple correlation coefficiert torrected for degrees of freedoa.

R indicates the proportion of varisnce f{n the dependent vatiable explained by
all predictors together after correcting fcc degrees cf freedom.

The Pexcent Variance Explained 1a the percentage of variance §n the dependent
varfable explained by all predictors togetter with nc correction for
degrees of freedom.

For further description of these statistica, see the tection on Multiple
Classification Analysis in Chapter 4.
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TABLE 10-13

HULTIPLE CLASSIFICATION ANALYS1S OF BACKGROUND FACTORS
PREDICTING TO COLLEGE PLANS

PREDICTING FROM

Tt "TING PREDICTING FROM QUICK TEST AND
E EACH 8 BACKUROI'ND & BACKGROUND
v "ACTERISTIC  CHARAC 'ER1STICS CHARACTERISTICS
i TARATELY SIMULT: NEQUSLY, SIMULTANEOUSLY
Eta Etcz Bets Betaz Zets Be112
BACKGROUND PREDICTORS :
Socioeconomic Level .30 .089% .25 .064 .20 .038
Number of $iblings .18 .031 .08 007 .06 004
Broken Home .09 .009 .05 002 W04 .002
Family Relatfons .16 .025 .11 .013 .10 .011
Relistous Preference .15 .021 .08 .G0¢ .08 .006
Family Polfeical Preference .07 .005 .03 003 .04 .002
Community Size .18 .033 .12 .014 .11 012
+
Race (Five=. tegory) .06 004 .07 .005 .12 015
Quick Tast of Tntelligence .20 .089 .23 .053 i
R = .354% R = .403
R%e 125 52« .163 i
Perceit Percent
varitwrce Variance

ExpIafiwd = 34,1 Explafned = 12.9

E(al(s toe correlation ratfv unadjusted.

E€a” is (he explefned sum of squares ynadjnsted.

Beta, s the correlation ratio adjusted for effects of other predictors.

Beta” ts the explatned sum of sQuares aqjusted for effects of other predictors.

R AR the multiple correlation ccefficient corrected for degrees of freedoa.

R® tndicates tine proportion of varisnce {n the dependent varfable axplainad by
all predictors together after correcting for degrees of freedoo.

The Pexcent Variance Explained ts the percentsge of varfance in the dependent
var{able explagned by a1l predictors together with no correction for
degrees of freedom.

For further desc.fption of these statfatics, see the section on Maleqple
Classification Analysis in Chapter 4.
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FIGURE 10-1

OCCUPATIONAL ASPIRATIONS
RELATED TO QUICK TEST SCORES
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QU1CK TEST SCORES

m—onnects unadjudted subgroup means (Eta = .37).

= e=econnects means adjusted for fanily backgroun) factors (Reta = .27).

Shaded bars have wid i proportionate to sudgroup size, height proportiorate
to one standard deviation above and below unadjusted subgroup mean.

See Apendix E for further fnforwation and for data underlyinp figures.
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PIGURE 10-2

TMPACT OF BACKGROUND AND INTELL:GENCE
ON COLLEGE PLANS AND OCCUPATIONAL ASPIRATIONS

INTELLIGENCE * COLLE%DPLANS

L)
OCCUPAT JONAL
—__- nd -_ ASPIRATIONS

BACKGROUND
CHARACTERISTICS

B); and fully 50 percent of our explanation of plans or aspirations
is in terms of uaique effects of family background, effects that
occur quite apart from intelligence as we have measured it {(arrow
C).1

We remain cautious about a very literal interpretatior. of
there percentages of explained variance. If we have done a better
job of measuring intelligenc: than background factors, the relative
fmportance of intelligence will be overestimated. Conversely, {f
our several measures of family background are hetter than the
single measure of intelligence used, we will underes imate the re-
lative importance of intelligence. For these and other reasons,
the model in Figure 4-12, and the present application summarized
in Figure 10-2, are provided only as general guides to the inter-
pretation of our data.

The general conclusion we d' aw from Figure 10-2 is that
intelligence , .ays an luportant role in the detarmination of col-
lege and occupational plans. Some of {ts effect 13 unique and can-
not be traced back to family backgre-nd. But an equal, if not
larger, par! of the role of intelligence is as an intervening var-
fable—the path through which some aspects of farily background
(both Lereditary and environmental) get translated into an impact
on future plans. In brief, famlly background affects abil’¢y which
in turn affects future plans.

‘IThe application of the model in Figure 4-12 to the data in Table
10-1 provides the foilowing data. The 27.0 percent explained variance in
occupational sspiration (unacjusted for degi ces of freedom) i3 sssigned as
follows: Arrow A = 5.0 percent; Arrcw B = 8.8 percent; Arrow C =13.2
percent. The 17.9 percent eaplained variance in college plans {unadjusted
for degrees of frecedom) is assigned as follows: Arrow A = 3.8 percent;
Arrow B = .1 percenti Arrow C = $.0 percent.
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Much of the impact of family background does not, however,
seem to operate through intelligence. This is the second conclu-
sion to be drawn from Figure 10-2. After giving intelligence its
full due, we find that background has a very large role remaining.
Tut more simply, this means that if twe boys are equal in intel-
ligence, their plans for the future may still be quite different, and
family background is among the major causes of such differences.

Family Background Determinants of Plans and Aspirations

As Table 10-1 indicates, college plans and occupational as-
nirations are related to many of the family background dimensions.
We will examine each of these relationships in turn.

Socioeconomic Level. Figure 10-3 displays the strong posi-
tive relationship between SEL and occupational aspirations (Eta =
.37). Controlling for other background factors and intelligence
diminishes this effect, as the dashed and dotted lines indicate;
nevertheless, the relationship that remains is substantial.

Tre relaticaship between SEL and college plans is also quite
strong. At the lowest SEL category only 31 percent plan to attend
college; thus percentage steadily increases, with the highest SFL
cotegory showing 86 percent planning for college. (The Multiple
Classification Analysis suggests that if other background factors
and intelligence were egual, the above percentages would be 41
and 77—still a substantial differeace related to SEL.)

Family Size. The relationship between occupational aspira-
tions and number of siblings i3 presented in Figure 10-4. The
unadjusted relationship is fairly strong (Eta = .27), but when other
factors are held constant the effect is sharply reduced (Betas =
.14 and .10). The proportion planning to go to college ranges from
67 percent for boys with one sibling, to 41 percent for boys with
seven or more siblings.

Broken Home. Occupational aspiration shows relatively lit-
tle relationship with the broken honie measure (Eta = .07). Col-
lege plans also show only a small relationship (Eta = .08), bat
the pattern is perhaps wortih noting. Of the boys from intact
homes, 59 percent plan to go to college; the percentage drops to
46 for those from homes broken by divorce or separation, but it
increases to 64 percent for those boys who have lost a parent {or
both) due to death. The 5 percent difference betwerr boys from
intact families and boys from homes broken by death is too small
to be statistically trustworthy; the much larger difference—18 per-
cent —between college plans for boys from families broken by death
versus those broken by divorce or separation is much more trust-
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FIGUFE 10-3

OCCUPATIONAL ASPIRATIONS
RELATED TG SOCIOFLONOMIC LEVEL

100 ¢+

OCCUPATIONAL ASPIRATIONS

10

181

SOCICEOOROMIC LEVEL

) =~ --onhects unadjusted subgroup mesns (Eta v ,37),
. emeo_chnects means adjusted for faaily backgiound factors (Bets = .26).

*seveCnhnects means sdjveted for family background f us Intelligence (Beta = .20),

Shaded bars have width proportionate to subgroup sire, height proportionate
to one standard deviation abdove and below unadjusted subgroup mean,
See Appendix E for further {faformation and for data undezrlying figures.
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worthy, and serves again to emphasize that the two types of broken
home are very different in their effects.

Family Relations. The cuivilinear relationship between fam-
ily relations and occupational plans is displayed in Figure 10-5
(Eta = .168). Except for the lowest category, there is a modest
tendency for occupational aspirations to be somewhat higher as
we move from the pcorest to the best family relations A sim-
{)-3 picture appears for college plans: 50 percent of the category
reporting the poorest family relations plan to go to college; that
percentage drops to 45 for the next poorest level of family rela-
tions, then the percentage increases fairly steadily, with 71 per-
cent of those in the top category planning to go to college. The
generally positive association between family relations and aspir-
ations is not particularly surprising, and certainly not very strong.
However, the curvilinearity at the bottom extreme of the family
relations scale i8 puzzling and adds to our uncertainty about the
meaning of that scale.

Religious Preference. Figure 10-6 displays the relationship
between occupational aspiration 2ad religious preference (Eta =
.18). The highest aspirations belong to the Jewish respondents.
Catholics are slightly above average. Among Protestant denom-
inations, the pattern of occupational aspirations neatly mirrors
differences in socioeconomic level; when other background factors
are controlled through Multipte Classificatior Analysis, these dif-
ferences among Protestant denominations are virtually eliminated.

A similar pattern of findings appears when college plans are
related to religious preference (Eta = .15). Ninety-one percent
of the Jewish respondents plan to attend college, compared with
62 percent of Catholics, and a range among Protestants from 54
percent of Baptists to 70 percent of Epsicopalians. (As Table 10-1
indicates, these differences are substantially reduced when other
factors are controlled through MCA—Beta = .08.)

Communily Size. Occupational aspirations differ depending
upon where & boy was raised (Eta = .29). As Figure 10-7 tndi-
cates, those raised on farms show much lower o:cupational aspir-
ations than any other sroup, even after other background factors
and intelilgence are controlled. College plans also vary according
to where a boy was raised (Eta = .18). Among those raised on
farms, only 38 percent intend to go to college. For those raised
in the country but not on fitms, the figure {s 50 percent. For
the reat of the respondents, an average of slighlly raore than 60
percent plan to go to college.

Race. Racial differences in occupational aspiration, as Fig-
ure 10-8 indicates, are due almost entirely to the group of blacks
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FIGURE 10-4

OCCUPATIONAL ASPIRATIONS
RELATED TO FAMILY SIZE
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mem——cCanectys uoddjusted subgreup seans (Eta = ,27).
memwmionnecis meons adjusted for fanlly beckground factors {(Betsa = .14),
e ovanects means 8djusted for family beckground plus intelligence (Bets = .10).
Shaded bars have width proportionate so subgroup size, hefght propottionaste
to coue standarl devistion sdove ané below unadjusted sudgroup mean.
See Appendix T for further Inforsation end for deta underlyfng [fguren.
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FIGURE 10-5

OCCUPATIONAL ASPIRATIONS
10 RELATED TO FAMILY RELATIONS
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emmseconnects unadjusted sudgroup oeans (Eta = .16),
~ewwcon: eCts peans adjusted for family background factors (Beta = .11).
ss 00 onnects means adjucted for fanily background plus $ntelligence {Beta = ,10),
Shaded bars have vidth proportionate to audgroup afze, hef ht proportionate
to one standard deviation above and below unadjusted subgroup mean.
See Appendix B for further informaticn and for data underlying flgures,
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FIGURE 10-6
OCCUPATIONAL ASPIRATIONS
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to one standard deviatfon above end below unadjusted subgroup mean.
See Appendix E for fyrther informatfon and for data underlying flgures.
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in southern segregated schools. Without adjustments for other
factors, respondents in this category have below average occupa-
tional aspirations. When family background factors are controlled
(dashed line) there is very little difference among racial subgroups
(Beta = .04). But when we control both family background and in-
telligence (dotted line), we find that southern segregated blacks
show above average aspirations.

Al eimilar pattern of relationships appears when we look at
college plans for racial subgroups. Only 47 percent of the southern
segregated blacks plan to enter college, in contrast to 59 percent
of all whites. But when we control family background factors,
the direction of difference reverses; according to the Multiple
Classification Analysis, if other family background factors were
equal, 10 percent fewer whites than southern segregated blacks
would plan to enter college. And controlling for Quick Test scores
in addition to family backgcound increases this difference to about
22 percent.

Blacks in integrated schools show college aspirations slightly

igher than whites, without any adjustments for other factors. Of

these black students, 66 percent plan to go to college, in contrast
to the 59 percent of whites. That difference of 7 percent is in-
creases to 12 percent whon family background differences are con-
trolled, and to 15 percent when Quick Test scores are also con-
trolled.

We can conclude from these findings that the young black
high school students in our sample have set their sights fairly
high in terms of both occupational aspirations and coliege plans.
When we control for all other background factors, we find that
blacks show consistently higher aspirations than whites. The dif-
ferences are not very large, but they fit in quite nicely with a
paltern appearing also in othe. chapters: the black students in
our sample do not present a picture of low self-esteem, low am-
bition, or low aspiration. Relative to background factors, in fact,
they tend to show higher aspirations than whites.
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FIGURE 10-7
OCCUPATIONAL ASPIRATIONS RELATED 77
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See Appendix E for further {nformation and fer datea undariying figures.
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FIGURE 10-8

OCCUPATIONAL ASPIRATIONS
RELATED TO RACE (PIVE-CATEGORY)
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See Appendix E for further informstfon and for data underlying fi-ures.
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Summary

Family background plays a strong double role in determining
future plans and aspirations. First, it {g an important factor in
shaping ability (intelligence) and we include here the effocts of
hoth heredity and environment. Second, above and beyond ability,
fumily background makes a very large difierence in the aspirations
of yourg men in high school. For a variety of reasons—~including
better ecenomic oppertunities for future education, greater first-
hand exposure to high status wock roles, and family teachings that
urge both the desirability and aitainability of orcupational success—
the boy frora an 'advantaged" home is doubly advantaged.

The findings for occupational aspiration and college plans
are highly similar. In each case, intelligence is an iinportant
predictor, but much of its effect can ke interpreted as au inter-
vering variable through which family background factors have some
of their effects un the criteria.

Not surprisingly, the most important family background var-
iable influencing aspirations is sociceconomic level. Boys from
socloeconomically advantaged familles are mwuch more likely to
aspire to college and a prestigious occupation. Other dimensions
are also important, includitg family size, family relaticns, and
religious preference. In addition, 4 boy's aspirations are influ-
enced by whether he was raised in a rural setting; boys raised
oa farrs are substantially lower than average in status of aspired
occupation and plans for entering college.

Racial differences ia aspirations pre not especially large,
but they show the sort of unmasking effect noted in some other
chapters. Aspirations for southern segregated blecks tend to be
4w bit below average until we take account of differences in fam-
ily background ard Quick Test scores; then, adjusting for these
differences using Multiple Classification Analysis, we find that the
asplrations for this subgroup are relatively high.

Tne area of future plans, of course, is one that is partic-
ularly interesting in a longitudinal study. Even as early as one
year after high school it will be possible to learn much about the
success of our respondents in achieving their gnals for cullege or
occupational eniry. The impact of family background on such con-
crete achievements will be an important topic for future analysis
in the Youth in Transition study.
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Chapter 11

Summary, Conclusions, and
Future Research

The reader who turns directly to this chapter will find an
overview of our results and coaclusions, with rather little of the
supporting evidence. This may be quite adequate for some, but we
hope others will he stimulated to examine the findings 'n greater
detadi,

For those who reach this chapter after reading most or all
of the preceding ones, the review provided here will integrate the
findings presented earlier and creat them in a new perspective,

The chapter begins with a summary of our findings, exam-
ining each of the family background dimensions studied and noting
their relationships to each other and to majer criterfon dimensions.
Next we consider some longitudinal data which became available
late in the writing of this monograph—data which indicate a high
degree of stability for the criterion dimensions and the family
background el’ects we have been studying. Finally we evaluate the
impact of family background, and relate the present findings to
future research in the Youth in Transition project.

Bockground Faoctors aad Their Effects

In Chapter 2 we described and defined operationally c¢ach of
the background dimensions examiued {n this study. 1In Chapter 3
we noted how these dimensione are ‘atcrrelated. In Chapter 4 we
considered the way each background dimension relates to intalli-
gence, and we explored the use of multivariate aralvsis teciuiques
to predic’ itelifgeace from a number of background dimensions
in combination. In Chapters 5 through 10 we continued the m:lti-
variate approach, focusing on the criteria one at a time, noting the
extent to which each is predictable from family background dimen-
slons plus intelligeuce. This arrangement of the data accordirg
to criterion dimensicns proved very useful for cur major pres-
entatlon of findings. But In this review chapter it will be helpful
to organize our lindings by sw.nmarizing the elfect of each back-
grouni sactor (predictor) in )urn on th: whole range of criteris.
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Socioeconomic Level. Socioeconomic level (SEL) is perhaps
the most fundamentally important of the family background meas-
ures we have examined. It is related to most other background
measures; indeed, what appear to be "effects' of other background
dimensions can often be attributed equally well (snd with greater
parsinony) to SEL, :

The summary measure of SEL used in this study consists
of six equally weighted ingredients: father'c occupational status,
father's educationai level, mother's educational level, rumber of
rooms per person in the home, number of books in the home, and
a rhecklist of other possessions in the home. These highly inter-
correlated ingredients all have to Jo with the quality of home en-
vironment available to children, but they also are likely indicators
of genetic endowment. This serves as a reminder of the point
made in the first chapter: a child's inheritance has both biolog-
ical and social bases—family background has its impact through
both nature and nurture.

Socioeconomic level shows consistently strong relationships
with measures of ability and related dimensions. A good example
is provided in Figure 4-1, which displays the clear linear correla-
tion (r = .45) between SEL and the Quick Test of intelligence.
Similar corre'ations appear between SEL and the GATB-J meas-
ure of vocabulary skill (r =.45) and the Gates measure of reading
comprehension (r = .41), Given these strong correlations with
measured ability, it is not surprising to find that SEL is also re-
lated to the self-concepts young men have about their school ability;
but as Figure 5-2 indicates, a moderate association between SEL
and self-concept of school ability remains even after we control
for intelligence and other background factors. Similar findings
appear when SEL is related to school grades, college plans, and
vccupational aspirations; in each case a moderate correlation with
SEL remains after controlling for intelligence and other background
dimensions (see Figure 10-3).

The effects of sncioecunomic level extend beyond areas re-
lated directly to ability. Boys from high SEL homes tend to be
above average in self-esteem, needs for self-development and self-
utilization, ambitious job attitudes, internal control (or feelings of
parsonal efficacy), and political knowledge. Those from high SEL
homes tend 91so to be lower than average in rebelllous school be-
havior, negative school attitudes, test anxiety, and somatic symp-
toms.

We conclude from these findings that socioeconomic level is
important in shaping ability. But in addition to its effects on a-
biiity, SEL has a positive influencs on perlormance, aspirations,
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and lmportant self-concepts. In shert, the boy from a high socio-
economic level home is doubly advantaged.

Family Size. Family size, or the number of siblings a boy
has, is related to sociceconomic level and to many of the criteri-
on dimensions mentioned above. About half of our respondents
report two or fewer siblings, and within this range there is no
assocjatlon between family size and SEL. However, when the num-
ber of siblings reaches three and increases up to seven or more,
there is a steady decrease in SEL (see Figure 3-1),

Many criterion dimensions relate to family size in a curvi-
linear pattern somewhat similar to the one for SEL. The most
Important example is the Quick Test; boys with one sibling s~ore
highest, next highest are only children and those with two siblings,
and as the number of siblings Increases beyond two the average
Quick Test score decreases {sece Figure 4-2). When the effects
of SEL are removed, the relationship between family size and the
Quick Test is reduced but certainly not elirainated; it remains the
case that only children and those with one sibling score a bit bet-
ter than average, while those wiih six or seven or more fall be-
low average (see Figure 4-9).

Boys from small families are higher in scademic achieve-
ment, self-concepts of school ability, political knowledge, occupa-
tional aspirations, and likelthood of going to college. Part of these
relationshins can be atiributed to differences in socioeconomic
level, but a portion of the effect remains in each case after con-
trolling for SEL.

As family size increases beyond two sibiings (l.e., a total
of three children, including the respondent), we find an Increasing
prorairence of negative school attitudes and somatic symptoms.
Again it appears that part, but not ali, of these relationships can
be attributed to differences in SKL.

We conclude from these findings that family size relates to
criterion dime. sions in much the same way as it relates to soclo-
ccenomic level, The effects of family size on criteria, though
not as strong as those for SEL, are sufficlently large and unique
to warrant our treatment of family slze as a separate character-
fatic of family background. In general, one scems to have ar,
advantage if he is a member of a small family.

Broken Home. We have stressed the distiaction between
homes broken Ly death and those breken by sepatr.ilon (usually by
formal divorce). With few exceptions, homes broken by death are
simhai' to Intact families in terms of socioeconomic level or num-
ber of siblings, whereas homes broken by separation are more
often Jarge families and those at low socioeconomic levels. Fam-
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ilies disrupted by separation also tend to show poorer thaa average
parent-son relationships, while those broken by death do not.

Boys from hores broken by separation are a bit below av-
erage in accomplishments, asgirations, and otber factors assoc-
fated with SEL. It appears, however, that nearly all of these dif-
ferences in homes broken by separation can be atiributed to their
lower SEL. Once SEL is controlled, there is little if any unique
effect attributable to separated families.

Boys who have lost a parent due to death show virtually no
differences from those living with both natural parents. Differ-
ences no doubt exist, but they are not large or general enough to
be visible in terms of our criterion dimenslions.

These findings are not the result of an exhaustive study of
the effects of hroken homes. On the other hand, if the loss of a
parent—usually the father—due to death or szparation is often a
crippling experience to a young man, we should expect to see some
geeater indication of it in the dimensions we have been examining.
As it stands, we find that once we control for differences in SEL,
there is surprisingly little evidence that boys from broken homes
are worse Off than their classmates from intact homes.

Family Relations. A single general-purpose measure of
family relations (or parent-son relations) was developed using 10
items having to do with parental punitiveness and 11 items dealing
wilh closeness to parents and the feeling that parents are reason-
able. Items were scored in such a way that a high score indi-
cates good relations between a son and his parents. As we have
stressed from the start, this is by far the most subjective of the
family background dimensions we have studied; thus there is much
room for subtle distortion and misinterpretation of response
scales, all of which can occur without a respondent even recog-
nizing it.

Associaticns with other backgrourd factors are not strong,
but there is some tendercy for parent-son relations to be belter
in small families and in families high in socioeconomic level.
And, as we noted in the preceding section, family relations are
below averagr in homes broken by separation.

T;.e family relations measure shows strong corrclations with
a numiber of criterion dimensioas. The better the family relations
a boy reports, the higher is his self-esteem, his seif-concept of
school ability, his attitudes toward school, his feelings of personal
efficacy, his soclal values, and his fe: lings of faith in others and
trust in the goverrment. The poorer the family relations he re-
ports, the mere likely the boy is to admit to aggressive hinpulses,
delinquency, rebellisus behavior in school, test anxiety, negative
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school attitudes, negative affective states, and somatic symptorrs.
These correlations show little if any change when we control for
socioeconomlc level and other background factors.

The above findings, taken at face value, would be quite ex-
citing—especially since some of the correlations involved ate fairly

» high. Our problem {& that every one of the above criterion di-
mensions ig, like the measure of family relations, highly subjec-

3 «ive. Individuals vary in thelr ability to recall specific events (of
! delinquency or of conflict with parents), aad one person's use¢ of
a response scale may be consistently different from another's
{one person's "sometimes" may be another's ''seldom'). Individ-
uals also differ in their needs for favorable self-presentation or
social approval. These variations, and other factors, may have much
¢ to do with the relationships summarized above-—-particulzrly when
3 we consider that those who score highest on the famlly relations
] scale also score high on the Crowne-Marlowe need for social ap-
proval (see Figure 6-2). In short, we have felt very cautious
about concluding that the relationships summarized above are based
entirely on real differences in parent-son relztionships—we canrot
be very sure without further conflrming data.

Confirming data of an indirect sort were mentioned in Chap-
1 ter 7 when we noted Coopersmith's (1967) finding that objective
1 ratings of maternal affection and interest arc positively related to
: the self-esteem of pre-adolescents. Another type of data, pre-
sented in a later section of thls chapter, indicates that there is
a good deal of stabllity in the ratings of family relations, and In
the correlations between criterion data and this dimension ¢f fam-
ily background. These dala are encouraging, for they suggest that
at least a portion of the family relations measure represents some-
thing falrly consistent.

Religious Preference. The overwhelming majority of re-
spondents indicate that their persunal religlous prefervnces match
those of their families. Religious preferences relate to several
other background dimensions, including socloeconomlc level and
family size (see Figure 3-3 and 3-4). Jewish respondents have
relatively few siblings and come from families that are above
average in SEL. Catholics are aboul average in both SEL and
number of &iblings. Protestants cover a range, from Baptlst fam-
\lies that ere below average in SEL and above average in size,
to Episcopalian famlliee that are well above average in SEL and
smaller than average in size. Religion is also related to political
ideoiogy. Jewish and Catholic famtlies are predeminantly Demo-
cratf, whereas among Frotestants there is a range of p»litlcal
preference that corresponds roughly to SEL differences—Baptists

O

ERIC é 203




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

196 - YOUTH IN TRANSITION

are more often Democrats than Republicans, but among Episco-
palians the Republicans far outnumber the Democrats.

Religious preference is related to scores on the Quick Test
of intelligence (see Figure 4-5). The pattern corresponds closely
to religious differences In SEL, and coatrolling for SEL reducer
the effect of religion rather sharply. The differences in SEL and
intelligence can 2ccount tor most other effects of religion; In other
words, a concise account of background effects would focus on
SEL and intelligence and say rather little about effects of family
religious preference. The one exception to this generalization in-
volves the 59 Jewish respondents in our study. This subgroup,
representing less than 3 percent of our total sample, has departed
from the average in ways that cannot be attributed entirely to their
above-average intelligence or socioeconomic level.

Jewish respondente are higher than any other religious sub-
group in self-esteem, a finding that Is consistent with the earlier
work of Rosenberg (1965). They are also well above average in
political knowledge, occupational aspirations, and college plans.
On: other dlfference worth notiug is the fact that Jewish respond-
ents show the lowest levels of trust in people, but the highest
levels of trust in the government; this is a pattern of findings that
also characterizes 2nother minority group-—-black respondents in
integrated schools.

Our findings for Jewish respondents are based on oniy a few
cases; taken alone, they nust be treated with a good deal of caution.
But the results presented here are consistent with other findings,
and together they indicate that the family background of Jewish
children is particularly supportive of high self-esteem and high
levels of achievement orientation.

Parenls' Political Prefevence. Had we anticipated our find-
ings more accurately, we might have declded against including
family political preference as a background dimension for study.
Political differences are related to some other backgrourd factors,
although the relationships are invarlably small. Republicar fam-
ilies are slightly above average in socioeconomic level, have
slightly fewer children, and are somewhat less likely to have been
disrupted by divorce. Political preference also beare a slight re-
lationship to religious preference, as noted above.

Scores on the Quick Test of intelligence are slighily higher
for boys whost families are Republican; however, this difference
completely disappears when we control SEL. Other relationships
follow a similar pattern: when some relationship appears between
political preference and a cr'terlon dimension, it is eliminated in
the multivariate “nalyses that control SEL and other background
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dimensions. In the area of trust in government we expected that
some differences might appear, since Republicans are thought to
be rather wary of the government in Washington (particularly since
Democrats were in power 2! the time the questionnalre was ad-
ministered); In fact, liowever, no meaningful difference was found
between boys from Democratic and Republican families.

In short, there are slight socioeconomlc differences between
Republicans and Democrats, but nu other effects appeared that
could 1ot be attributed most appropriately to differences in SEL.

Community Size. As we noted in Chapter 2, there are areas
where it is difficult to draw the line between family background
and other background conditions. In particular, we do not want to
confuse the effects of family background with the effects of the
schocl.  Prevlous studies (e.g., Coleman, 1966) have shown that
the effects of schools differ from reglon to region. Therefore,
we will treat regional differences in a later monograph in which
we examine school effects. Similarly, the kind of community in
which the respondent was raised is not likely to be free from con-
tamination with school differences. However, we suspect that com-
munity slze does have something to do with family life, and on
that basls it has been included in the present monograph.

Comparing young men raised mostly on farms, in the country,
in towns, in small cities, and in large cities, we find only two
subgroups that are cousistently different from the average. The
7 percent of our respondents who were ralsed on farms come from
the largest families and those lowest in socioeconomic level. The
16 percent raised in the country but not on farms are next largest
in family size and next lowest in SEL. Boys ralsed on farms
averrg? lowest In Quick Test scores, occupational asplrations, and
coltege plans; controlling for SEL reduces these differences, but
does not eliminate them. Boys raised in the country but not on
farms are also a bit below average on these dimensions, but in
this case little difference remains after controlling for SEL. In
brief, the data suggest that being raised on a farm may have some
disadvantages, but otherwise there is little indication that com-
munity size has an effect above and beyond the differences asso-
ciated with socioeconomic level.

Race as a Background Factor. Race I8 treated gs a back-
ground factor in this monograph because large and pervasive racfal
differences In levels of education, occupation, income, housing, and
the like exist in the United States. Racial differences appear in
our data, and in spite of limitatlons in a sampling design that was
not intended to study racial subgroups, we felt compelled to report
our findings in this area.
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Pirobably our most basic finding is the fact that the 256 black
respondents in this study cannot be studied as a single subgtoup.
No less than three groups of blacks must be considered, based on
different school (and community) environments: blacks in inte-
grated schools, blacks in northern segregated schools, and blacks
fn southern segregated schools. Our reasons for reaching this
conclusion are documentes. extensively in Chapter 4. In brief, we
first found in preliminary analyses that black students in integrated
schools are very different from those in segregated schools in
terms of test scores and socioeconomic level; we then found that
those in southern seglegated schools are quite different from those
in northern segregated schools. Given these differences in gsccio-
economic level and test scores, we decided thai these three black
subgroups would be examined separately throughout the monograph.

Ther are a number of family background factors that differ
among racial subgroups. As Figure 3-7 indicates, Macks in inte-
grated schools and those in northern segregated schools are some-
what below whites in SEL, while blacks in southern segregated
schools are far below wmtes. Blacks in genera), and especially
those in southern segrega'‘ed schools, have larg:r families than
whites (Figure 3-8) and are more likely to come from homes ihat
are broken by divorce or separation. More than half of the blacks
who express a religlous preference are Paptist, in contrast to 20
percent Baptists among whites.

The most dramatic differences among racfal subgroups ap
pear when we conslder tests of ability. Figure 4-8 indicates
clearly that the largest difference is not between blacks and whites
but rather between southern segregated blacks and all other groups,
black or white. The results for the Quick Test of intelligence are
duplicated when we consider other tests dealing with vocabulary
and reading ability. Controlling for socioecononmiic level reduces
this difference only moderately, as shown in Figure 4-10; there
remains more than a full standard devialion difference between
blacks in southern segregated schools and blacks in integrated
schools, whereas the blacks in integrated schools are less than a
quarter of a standard deviation lower than whites.

A number of racial differences in attitudes and aspirations
have been found throughout the monograph. In this summary chap-
ter we can only highlight some of them.

Self-concepts of school ability are slightly below average for
southern segregated blacks; however, as Figure 5-5 indicates, when
we control for background differences it appears that blacks in
geaneral have slightly more favorabia self-concepts along this di-
nmension than do whites. These small ciflerences are parallel to
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the pattern of school grades discusscd in Chapter 9; there we cor-
cluded that (a) the small differences in grades between whites and
segregated blacks are eliminated or reversed when other back-
ground factors are controlled, and (b) there are no meaningful dif-
ferences between the grades of whites and those of blacks who are
in integrated schools. ’

It i8 frequently assumed that black Americans, as a result
of centuries of slavery and discrimination, have lower self-esteem
than whites. This may be true of adulcs, but our data lead us to
question this assumption as applied to young men in high school.
The data summarized in Figure 7-3 indicate that blacks in Inte-
grated schools and those in northern segregated schools score
somewhat higher than whites on our measure of self-esteem;
soutiiern segregated blacks have actual scores that are equal to
whites, but after controlling for background and Quick Test dif-
ferences their adjusted scores are higher. Is this measure of
self-esteem accurate in this area? Does it indicate that blacks
realiy have higher self-esteem than whites? Unfortunately, we
cannot provide a very definitive answer to these questions at pres-
ent. But we can consider some related evidence that may help
the reader to form his own conclusions.

Some avidence suggests that black respordents are more
highly motivated than whites to portray themselves in a favorable
light. Blacks score higher than whites on the Crowne-Marlowe
measure of the need for social approval. And blacks report sub-
stantially lower impulses to aggression than do whites, as shown
in Figure 7-4. On the other hand, biacks do not always portray
themselves in a favorable light. They rate themselves lower than
whites in some aspects of job ambition, they report lower trust
in people than do whites, and they do not report better family re-
lations than whites (although this dimensfon is strongly ascociated
with the Crowne-Marlowe scale). Thus it is not possible to draw
a shinple clear-cut conclusion from our data that blacks are show-
ing some sort of consistent distortion.

Ouc¢ own view is that the fairly high self-esteem scores for
black respondents represent a real feeling of self-worth. Whether
behavioral measures of self-esteem would present a di‘ferent plc-
ture is an Interesting matter for speculation. We do not have
direct behavioral measures, but perhaps we can draw some infer-
ences from occupational and educational aspirations, since these
tend to be a bit more concrete than the rather general ltems (n
our self-esteem scale.

The coilege and occupationai aspirations of southern segl12-
gated blacks are somewhat lower than those of whites, as indicated
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in Figure 10-8. Integrated bicks and those in northern segregated
schouls do act show any appreciable differences from whites in
their aspirations. Controlling for family backgrourd changes this
picture; {{ anything, blacks in all three subgroups then tend to
vhow nigher aspirations than do whites. Controlling for Quick
Tast scores in addition to family background heightens this effect;
the dace indicate that, relative to hackground and test scorses,
soutrern segregated blacks have the highest aspirations of any
raciai subgroup,

The raciai ditferences in occupational and educstional us-
piratious ure not especially large, bu tney d» fit in rather nicely
wi*h other findings sumim~rized in this section: the black stu-
donts i~ this ctndy do rot preseat a picture of low scif-estcem
and under-aspiration. 1f anything, their aspirati. »s are relatively
higher than those of whites.

W2 cannot leave this sumaiary discussion of race as a back-
ground factor without stressing iwo points inade in earlier chap-
ters. ‘1%e first point is methodological, tha seccnd is substantive

Thy sample for this study was not designed primarily to
study racial differcrces. Indeed, the fact that our sample is clus-
tered in a limited number of schools means that most of nur black
1espur dents are located in a handful of segregated schools (9 out
of the tntal of 87;. We considar our findings based o1 this sam-
ple to be limited, but neveriheless usefv). L particular, we hLope
they will stimulate more thorough etudies in this area, vsing sam-
ples desiyned for that task.

Uy far the largest substantive finding concerning race as a
backgrouni factor is the difference in test performance betv.een
southern segregated Llacks and all other blacks and whites. CQur
interpretations of this finaing, {irst stated in Chapter 4, bear rep-
ftition here:

We do not suppose that our data represent an adequate hasis
for reaching firm conclusions about the effects of school integration
and segregation. We have, it is true, found that southern scgregated
blacks ure much lower in Quick Test scores than iuiegrated blacks
in all regions, Dut to say thul the low scores of the former giroup
are tha fault of their schools exclusively would ignore some other
very lmportant findings. For cxamnple, the southern segregated black
respondents .ome from families that are far Jo ¢ in SEL than eny
other mincrity grouping we have examined. O interpretation would
be that the black respondeuts in southern segregated schools are the
products —indeed the victims—of a sociul system of segregation ard
discrimination {er more pervasive than schocls fione. It is (:ite
beyond the scope of this study to determine what gortion of the low
scores of this group can be assigned to the e’ ects of schovls, the
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wider social milieu, the effects of pre-natal and post-nate]l malnu-
trition, and other factors shown by previous research to be {raportant.
Nor can we say with complete certainty that the racial differences
we have observed are guicly the products of environment—our data
are certainly not precise enough 1o rule out all possibility of hered-
itary differences. But the most parsimonious explanation of these
data, in our view, is in termns of the massive environmental differ~
ences that exist among the racial subgroups we have been examining.

Ovr conclusions about racial differences are limited, as we said
they would be. And we have specifically ayoided any firm conclusions
about the caubes ¢f these differences. In spite of these uncertsinties,
and in spite ~¢ the sampling limitations acknowledged earlier, we feel
that the data on test scores and race add evidence fo the view that
so-called "racial differences" are primarily—1if no, 2xclusively —dif-
ferences in cultural and educational opportunities,

Intelligence: Background Facts and Intervening Variable

Wc have summarized above the ways in whick socicecononiic
level and cther family background factors are related to intelli-
gence (as reasured by Lhe Quick Test and other tests). Qur In-
terpretation of such relationships is that family background fac-
«ors are among the causes of intelligence. But while intelltgence
can be viewed In part a2s a result of background factors, it can
also be studied as a cause of other factors. For example, one
of our conclusions in Chapter 4 is that family background infiu-
ences intelligence which in turn Infiuences job Information. This
dual role 25 b-i effect and cause }as led us to conceive of intel-
ligence as an w.tervening variable—a variqble in the middle of 2
causal sequence. A model treating intelligence as an intervening
variable was introduced In Figure 4-12; there we distinguishea
between the unique effects of intelligence (Arrow A In Figure .
12), the effects of family background which we interpret ag oper-.
ating through intelligence (Arrow B), and the effects of family
background which are independent of intelligence (Arrow C).

One of the most cbvious correlates of intelligence is self-
concept of school ability—the higher a boy's neasured intelligence
{Quick Test score) the higher he rates himsel! on school ability
(including reading skill and intelligence). Also rather obvious is
the finding that measured intelligence is strongly correlated with
grades in school. But not all background effects on school grades
operate through intelligence 28 an intervening varlable; sbout one-
third of our prediction of grades may be described as unique ef-
fects of intelligence (Arrow A}, another third as family background
effects operating through intelligence {Arrow B), and the remaining
third as unique effects of family backgrour d—those that do not
"overlap” with the effects of intelligence (Arrow (C).
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Intelligence relates to school attitudes as well as school pcr-
formance. Brighter boys have fewer negative school attitudes—
but their positive school attitudes (baced on a n~parate measure}
arz scarcely stronger than those of less bright boye. Brighter
boys alro are sligitly tower in test anxiety and rebellious behay-
for in school, but these effects tend to be rather small.

Self-esteem shows a modest positive correlation with intel-
ligence. Similar correlations also occur between intelligence and
measures of internal control {or personal efficacy), and needs for
self-development and self-utiilzation. These effects seem quite
consistent with reality, particularly the reality experienced by a
high school student. The bright student does better in school,
finds it more setisfying to develop and uti‘ize school-related abil-
ities, and is L»tter sble to control events—rather than being con-
trollcd by events.

Especially important is the relationship between intelligence
and future plans. The data presented in Chapter 10, and sum-
marized ir Figure 10-2, led us to the following conclusion:

Intelligeace plays an important role in the determination of col-
lege and occupational plans. Sorae of its effect is unique 2nd cannot
ve traced back to family background. But an equal, if nct larper,
part of the role of intelligence is as an intervening variable—the
path through which some aspects of family background (both hered-
itary and envircnmental) get translated into an impact on future pians,
In brief, family background affects ability which in tuin affects futire
plans,

Much of the impact of fanily backyround does not, however,
seem to operate through intelligence. This is the second conclusion
to be drawn 1rom Figure 10-2. After giving intelligence its full due,
v:e find that background has a very lurge role remaining. Putl mor:?
simply, this means tnat if two boys are equal in intclligence, their
plans for the future may still be: quite different, and family back -
greund I8 2mong the major caus.s of such ‘ifferences.

Early Findings from Subsequent Data Collections

As we noted in the {irst chapter, Youth in Transition is a
longitudinal study involving repeated data collections from a panel
of young men. Tnis uonograph has been devoted entirely to anal-
yses of fnformatinn obteined from the "Time 1" data collection,
which occurred in the fall of 1966, when the respondents were
beginning tenth grade. The "Time 2" and "Time 3" data collec-
tions, which included a re-measurement of most of our ciiterfon
dimenslons, were carried out in the spiing of 1968 (when most re-
spondents were eading elcventh grade) and in the spring of 1969
(when most were about to graduate from high school). Some a-
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ralyses vhich cambine data from Times 1, 2, and 3 have recently
becoms available. These analyses are preliminary and quite lim-
ited in their scope; nevertheless, the longitudinal perspactive they
provide 1s a useful addition to thie morograph.l

Spccial Subsample for Longitudinnl Analyses. 'The subsam-
ple ueed in our pretiminary longitudinal analyses is a limited one
for tw.: easons. First is the problem of »anel mortality; not all
respondents who begin a longitudinsl study continve their partici-
pation to the end. ‘Thi3 problem has turned out to be less severe
than we originally feared; during the two-and-one-half year period
between the first and tiaird data collections we have retained about
81 perceni of our original sanel o. respordents. 2

The second restriction in the lurgiludinal subsminple if a
self-imposed one. For several reasons not directly related to
this monograph, we have decided to restrict our first expior-tions
of longitudinal data to those boys who have remasned in the same
school for all three data coltections; thus, we are excluding (tem-
porarily} another 19 pescent of our respondents who have dropped
ou' of school or transferred to arother rchool,

The two rectrictions or ovr longitudinal sub.sample leave us
with fust under 63 percent of the original sample. A comparison
of this 3ubsample and the original rample ¢ presented in Table
11-1. Since the subsumplc systematically excludes all boys who
dropped out of school since Time I, we would expect vome dif-
ferences between them and the total sample in the areas of soclo-
ecenomic level, test seores, xoupational and education aspiratons,
Such differences do appear in Table 11-1, bot they are not par-
ticularly large (perhaps partly because only some of those exciuded
from the svheariple were dropouts), 3

There is another kind of diifcrence wa mizht exrect, but it
cannot be examined In Table 11-1. Given that our longitudinal
subvample is Jimited to boys who have remained in the same
school irom grades ten through twelve, we may be dealing with a
group that somewhat underrepresents the changes that occurred in
the total sample. We suspect that dropping out changes a boy in

11t was not an eary declsion to include these preliminary longitudiral
findings "ahead of schedule.” Some of the reasons for doing so are noted
in the Preface.

ZFurther information concerning the longitudinal desigy rnd 1esponse
ratea appears in the Preface,

30ne of the monographs planned to fol'low shortly after this one will
deal extensively with drooouts, noting how they differ at Time 3 from those
who stayed in school, and noting the ways in which they were already aif-
fereot at Time 1.
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TABLE 11-1

YOUTH IN TRANSITION

COMPARISCN OF FULL SAMPLE AND
SPECIAL GAMVLE FOR LONGITUDINAL

Socioecononic Level

Quick Test of Intelligence
GATB~3 vocabulery

Gates Resding Test

Job Information Test
Self-Concept of Sfchool Ability
Positive Sctool Attitudes
Jegative School Attitudes
Need for Self-Development
Need for Self-Utilfzaticn
Teat Anxiety

Need for Social Approvel
Self-Esteen

Negative Affective State:
Heppiness

Somatfc Symptoms

Impulse to Aggression

Social Velues

amhitious Job Attitudes
Internal Control

Trus: {n Peoplo

Trust §n the Govermment
Polftical nowledge
Delinqueat Behaviors
Rebellfous Behavior in Schoold
Acadenic Achievement (Crades)
Ocr apational Aspirationa
College *1: 08

ANALYSIS

FULL SAMPLE

Unweighted N=2213
Weighted N=2514

MEAN

4.99
108.5
18.9
$5.0
16.7
.13
3.25
1.91
3.62
3.8%
1.49
1.48
3.7
2.62
wn
2.14
2.5
4.70
$.06
1.65
1.52
3.6?
2.61
1.0)
2,05
40.0
60.3
.58

212"

SPECIAL LONGI-
TUDINAL SAMPLE

Unweighted N=1374
Weighted N=1584

$.D. MEAN S.D.
.80 5.09 .78
12.4 110.4  11.4
6.5 20.1 6.3
6.2 37.2 4.9
3.4 17.1 3.2
<73 4.21 72
+3) 3.30 49
61 1.80 «35
.34 3,66 .51
54 1.89 .51
2% 1.49 .24
.17 1.48 .17
52 .77 51
.53 2.5% .54
.61 3.80 .60
.60 2,08 .54
82 2.47 .78
.55 4.5 o34
.70 5.13 65
19 1.67 -19
1.10 1.5 111
.66 3.70 <65
1.46 2.83 1.4k
.5 1.54 42
.55 1.98 W Su
1.2 41.2 6.8
6.5 63.8 25.5
49 .64 A8
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some waye, and it may be that transferring from one school to
another leads to some important changes also. Since boys who
have experiencec. such changes in environment are not included in
these preliminary analyses, the dimensions show a relatively high
degree of stability across time—a level of stability that cccurs
only “-hen the high school environment remazins fairly constant.
This sort of stability is actually quite helpful to us as we begin
longitudinal analyser, but we raust keep in mind that it may be
spurivusly high compared to tia. which may occur for the total
sample.

In short, the preliminary longitudinal analyses to be renorted
here are based on a snecial suhsample that is systematically bi-
ased in some ways. The 63 percent in the subsample average a
bit higher than the total sample in sccioeconomic level, ability,
and aspirations; however, these differences are rather small—
usnally 10 to 20 parcent of one standard deviation. The differences
in stability between the subsample and the total sample are not
so readily assessed. Accordingly, we¢ must keep in mind that our
spacial subsample for longitudinal analyses js representative only
of boys who remain fin the same high school for their last three
years,

Stability of Criteria During the High School Years. How
stable are the criterion dimensions we have Leen cousidering in
this monograph? One way of answering that question is to con-
sider whether there have been any average rnifts upward or down-
ward from Time 1 to Time 2 to Tir. 3. Quite another way of
looking at the question of stability is t+ consider whether individ-
vals hold the same relative position at Times 2 and 3 as they did
at Time 1; tals would be reflected In high correlations hetwecn
Time 1 scores and those at Times 2 and 3. D:ta relevant to both
these peispectives on stability are presented in Table 11-2.

A comparison of mean scores at Times 1, 2, and 3 indicates
that there are relatively few criterfon dimensions that show large
average shifts from tenih to twelfth grade. The largest such
change involves the job information test—a measure that was de-
slgned to discriminate between tenth and twelfth graders.4 Am-
bitjous job attitudes also show an fncrease over time, although the
change is much smaller. On the other hand, there Is a slight

41t is possible, of coutse, that some or even all of the change in the
§ob information test is artifa~tual, since a single form of the test was used
ut all three times. However, the fact that the lest was able to discrim-
inate between tenth and twelfth graders in a pilot study leads us to believe
that much of the change shown in Table LL-2 represents real growth in
job information,
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TABLE 11-2

STABILITY OF CRI2vIA

ACROSS TIME

MEAN SCORES

Time 1 Tize 2 Time 3

Job Information Teat

Self-Concept of School
AbLlicy

Positive Scheool Attitudes
Kegative School Attitudes
Need fcr Self-Devalopment
Need for Self-Utfilization
Test Aoxiety

Self -Esteen

Mogativa Af‘ective Stetes
Happiness

Somatfc Symsptoas

Impulse to Aggreseion
Social Valuas

Asbitious Job Attitudas
Internal Control

Truat in Pecple

, Trust ia ths Goveroment
Political Knowvladga
Delinquen’ Be-aviors

: Rebellious Behavior {a
School

Acalemie Achievement
(Grades)

Occu;stional Aspiretions
Collspa Mans
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4,21
3.30
1.80
3.66
©3.89
1.49
n
2,59
3.80
.03
.47
4.75
5.15
1.67
1.57
wn
.8
1.54

1.98

41.2
63.8
0,64

18.1

4,25
3.
1.79
3,64
3.82
1.44
3.84
.58
3.8
2.0?
2.43
4,78
5.3
1.71
1.61
3.54
2.49
1.51

2.10

40.7
61.1
0.87
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19.0

3.06
1,90
3.6%
3.83

3.88
2.53
3.80
2.09
2.48
2%
5.1
1.71
1.57
3.51
2,28
1.57

41.)
59.8
o.n

CROSS-TIME
CORRELATIONS
T1-13  "1-12  T2-13
£30 (18 (12

xoe.) mos.) mos.)
.53 .59 .61

.72
42 .49 57
J41 A7 .54
.50 .56 .04
42 213 .54

.58
.49 .54 .66
.52 .56 .69
47 . 54 .63
A2 .52 .62
A0 46 61
4l .51 54
36 48 .52
.32 Y .51
.35 .37 47
3 46 48
A48 .60 56
48 .53 3]

.53
.58 .67 .66
.53 .62 .66
40 b4 1}
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drop in status of occupational aspiration. Other analyses have in-
dicated that the luwering of aspiration occurs primarily among
those boys not expecling lo enter college, thus the change may re-
flect an increasing realism as the tim: approaches for cntering
the work force.

Several changes occurred that were entirely unexpected.
Positive school attitudes declined by one hali standard deviation
betwee.. Times 1 and 3. Mos!. of the change appears to have oc-
curred during the senlor year of high school. The decrease {n
positive school gttitudes was paralleled by increases i negative
school attitudes and rebelllous behaviors in school. As we noted
in Chapter 6, the school attitudes at Time | were very positive
indeed. The subs2quent chanpge may thus represent a trend toward
a greater degree of realism.

A few other dimensions showed mean shifts. Self-esteem
Increased by a little more than 20 percent of a standard deviatfon
in a gradual shift from Time 1 to Time 3. Trust in government
decreased by over 30 percent of a standard deviation during the
same period. Political knowledge ccores dropped appreciably;
however, this was due entirely to a new (und less well-known)
Secretary of Defense at Time 2, and new Secretaries of State and
Defense at Time 3. (Respondenis Ilmproved over time in their
ability to name the two U. S. Senators from their hone states.)

Turniig to the crosa-time correlations presented in Table
11-2, we fiud a considerable degree of stability. The highest cor-
relations consiatently appear between Times 2 and 3, a period
spanning only 12 months; next highest correlations appear between
Times 1 and 2, a period of 18 months; and, ¢f course, the corre-
lations are lowest for the full 30 month span between Times 1
and 3.

The greatest level of stability appeared in the interview
measure of self-concept of school ability; the product-moment cor-
relation betv'een Time 1 and Time 2 scores i8 .72. Also highly
stable are s:hool grades (as reported by the respondents), with &
correlation of .58 between average grades in ninth grade (report-
ed at Time 1) and average grades in twelfth grade (reported at
Timae 3). Not surprisingly, there ara consistently strong relation-
ships btwcen grades and the self-concept of school ebility; cor-
relations range from .51 {when bath grades and self-concepts are
measured at the same time) to .40 (between self-concepts at Time
1 and grades reported '+ Time 3).

Cross-time correlations for other criterion diinensions, while
not as high as those related to school ability, are nonetheless
falrly substantial. This 18 true even when liere are relatively
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large overall shifts in mean scores, as ir the case of job infor-
mativn, positive school attitudes, and political knowledge.

In sum, there sppears to be a gocd deal of stability across
time in our criterion dimensions. Some show mean shifts, but
these air'e not unduly large. And all show a' least a moderate de-
gree of cross-time correlation. Thus we suspect that the back-
ground effects uncovered in our Time 1data are likely to remain
important throagh Times 2 and 3. We shovld add, however, that
the stability nited here does not preclude meaningful study of in-
dividual changes; there is plenty of room for an individual to in-
crease or decrease on each of the criterion scales. And of course
we have presented ctability data on only that subsample which is
likaly to be most stabie during late adolescence—those who remain
ir. the same high school from grade ten tu graduation.

This monograph cannot bo extercdad to include a really thor-
ough exploration of the impact of family background upen criterion
di1nensions measured at Times 2 and 3. We can, however, .:ake
use of preliminaly correlational data to give us some further in-
dication of the extent to which cur findings {rom the Time ] data
are likely to be stalle through Times 2 and 3. The background
raeasures that are tert suited to unalysis using product-moment
correlations are those which tond to show linear relationships with
criterion dimensions. One such dimension I8 sociceconomic ‘evel,
another is the Quick Test of intelligence, and a third is the meas-
ure of family relations. We begin by ccnsidering SEL and intel-
ligence.

Cross-Time Effects of Socioeconomic Level and Intelligence.
We reported in Chapter 4 that SEL is strongly related to scores
on the Quick Test of intelligence; and in later chapters we noted
frequently that these two dimenslions overlap in their eftects, a
relationship which we interpret as indicating that SEL (like other
family background factors) operates through intelligence as an in-
tervening variable. Given this intercorrelation and similarity in
effects, it will be convenient to examine the cross-time eflects of
SEL and intelligence at the same time. Table 11-3 presents the
necessary data.

The dominsant frmpression gained from 2n examination of
Tatle 11-3 is one of great stability of relaticnships. The fairly
high correlations with the job information test, self-concept of
schno; ability, political knowledge, grades, occupational aspirations,
and college plans all remain highly stable across time. Some of
the smaller relationships, faciuding those with self-esteem, also
show a good deal of stability, Other relationships, such a3 those
with negative school attitudee, have a tendency to become atte..uated
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INTELL IGENCE AND SOCIOECONOMIC
LEVEL RELATED TO CRITERIA MPASURED

TABLE 11-3

At THREE POINTS IN TIME

Job Information Test
Self-Concept of School Ability
Poajtive S.hool Attitudes
Hegative School Atctitudes
Need for Seif-Development
Need for Seif-Utflfzatfon
Teat Anxfety

Self-Zateenm

Negative Affective States
Happtness

Somat{c Symptoss

Impulse to Aggresston

Socfal Values

Asbftious Job Attftudes
Internal Con*rol

Trust is Pedple

Trust fa tha Covernment
Polfti~al Knovledgs
Delfnquent Behaviors
Redellfous Behavior s School
Acadenic Achfevement (Crades)
Occupatfonsl Asplratfons
College Plans

CORRELATIONS® BETWEEN
QUICK TEST GF INTELLI-

GENCE AND CRITERIA

MEASURED AT:

TIAE 1 JIME 2 TIME 3

.51 A9
46 .45
.06 .05
-.19  -.18
.19 12
14 26
-.25  -.21
.11 11
-.06 ~-.03
=00 ~-,00
=11 -1
.07 .12
1) .08
»21 .18
.l? Q7
.06 .01
.03 .0%
.33 i
.05 -.08
-8 =09
.36 .3
.31 32
22 2

A8

.02
=11
.16
13

11
-.06
-.02
-.03

.12

.16
Jd4

04
.30
-.04

.28
.33
27

CORRELATIONS®
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SOCI0BCONOMIC LEVEL

AND CRITERIA
MEASURED AT:

TIME 1 TIME 2

.28
.32
0%
-.18
.13
1)
-.1)
.11
-.06

-.09
.0)
a1
.19
.15
.04
.03
.22
.04

-.0?
.22
)
.29

.33
3
.03
-.12
.12
.02
-.12
.09
-.03
.00
=07
07

.10
09

=.02
.26
-.03
-.03
.23
.30
28

TIME 3

.34

.10,
-
-.01
-.08

.07
=.07

.08

.10

=.06
24
.01

.25
s
.3

Spach antry fo s product-moment correlstica betveen the predictor (mesrured
ot Time 1) and o criterfon (measured st efthet Time 1, Time 2, or Time J).
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over time. But on the whole, the injtial impression is confirmed
by more careful examination of the data: most criteria correlate
with the Quick Test and SEL just about the same at Times 2 and
3 as they do at Time 1.

These stable relationships are reassuring, if not surprising.
Family sociceconomic level is not likely to change much during
a boy's high school years, and most psychologisis consjder intel-
ligence to be fairly stable by late adolescence. Thus our data
seem to i:dicate that the effecs of SEY, and intelligence upon most
of our cr:eria are fairly well established by the time a boy reaches
high schocl, and Co not change mauch during the high school years.

Cross-Time Effects of Family Relations, We were fairly
comfortable in assuming above that SEL and intelligence are rather
stable during the high school years. But such an assumntion seems
much less appropriate when dealing with the interpersonal relations
between a boy and his parents ducing this period. Most of ouv.
respondents reached driving age Letween Time 1 aad Time 2.
The modal frequency of daling increases from once a month or
less at Time 1, to two or three times a month at Time 2. These
realities aloie would be enough to suggest family relations might
change over time. Conslderations such as these led us to oltain
fainily relations data at Time 2 as well as Time 1, s0 that we
would be able tu assess the stability of this family Dackground
dimension. The two measures correlate .59, indicating that the
way a boy acts along with his parents at Time % is fairly well
predictable trom the way he got alcng with them at Time 1. More
interesting, perhaps, is the finding that there is an overall up-
ward shift in family relations equal to about one-third of a stand-
ard deviatlon. It thus appears that boys get uong with their par-
ents a Uit better at the end of eleventh grade than at the start of
tenth grade.

Now that we have established that {amily r¢lations are fairly
stable from Time 1 to Time 2, we must consider whether the
assoclaticns between family relations and criterion dimensions are
also stable across time. The necessary data are presented in
Table 11-4,

If wa compare the correlations between fanily relations and
criteria at Time 1 (first column of Table 11-4) with the parallel
correlations at Time 2 (fifth column of Table 11-5), we find an
extiemely high de.ree of consistency. The pattern of association
between the {wij¥ relations measure and the criterlon dimensions
which appeared at Time 1 ig replicated almost exactly at Time 2.

But given the consistency between the {irst and fifth columns
of Table 11-4, can we conclude that family relations show the

hY
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Job Informatioa Test

Selt-Coacept of Scheol
rbiltey

Poaftive School Attlitudes
Nagative School Attitudes
Nced £>r Self-Development
Need fo. Self-Utfliszetiocn
Test Anxioty

Self-Lsteca

Nege.lva Aflective Stetes
Happiness

Somatic Symptoms

Impulee to Aggression
Sociel Velues

Asbitious Job Attitudes
Ioternel fontrol

Truat {a People

Trust o the Covernsent
Politicel Knovledge
Delinquent Deheviore

Rebelltous Behavicr ia
School

Acedealce Achievement
(Crades)

Occupatfoael Aspicretfoas
Collsgs Plaas

TABLE 11-4

CROSS-TIME RELATIONSHIPS
BETWEEN FANILY RELATIONS®

AND CRITERIA

CORRELATIONS® BETWEEN
FANILY RELATIONS AT
TDE 1 AND CRITERIA
WEASURED AT:

TIXE 1 TIME 2 TIME 3

(same Qs (30

time) woe. nos.
le%ar) later)

02 .04 02

Bl .09

5 .27 .22
-3 -7 -3

.25 .19 W21

a7 14 L 14

3 2 .21
-4 -3 -2
.38 .32 23
-0 -2 -8
-3 -2 -.18
.33 .28 17
.27 .20 12
.25 .20 12
18 13 BY
2 .20 12

-.33 -.2) =17

-3 -.21

'8 14 1)
.05 L .06
.09 .08 .1

S¥ioetean-item verston used et both Tiss 1 end Time 2,

b
& eriterfon,

219,

Rach entry 10 & product-moment corteletion between the predicter ard
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CUnRFLATIONS® BETWEEN
FAM.'  RELATICNS AT
TIKE 2 AND CRITERIA
KEASURED AT:

TDE 1 TIMZ 2 TDE 3
(18 (sane (12
208, tim2) =08,

eetlier) leter;
.00 .05 .03
.09 08
.28 32 o2

-.28 -.36 .24
e 24 .23
13 15 .18

-2 -7
.28 .33 .27

~.28 -.42 -3
.30 N .30

-3 - .20

-.26 -.38 -.28
,22 .35 .23
.20 3 .21
.15 .25 .21
a4 21 .16
.15 23 19
U6 08 .08

-2 «.32 -,

-.28 - 37
.09 Ao 16
01 .03 .06
.06 .09 W12
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same degree of stability we found for socioeconomic level and
intelligence? A look at the other columns in Table 11-4 indi-
cates that we cannot, The correlations with family relations grow
smaller when the criterion dimensions are measured at a differ-
ent point in time. The reader who chooses to examine r'able 11-4
in greater detail will find few exceptions to this general conclusicn:
the greater the interval between the measurement of the predictor
and the criterion, the smaller will be the correlation.

The total set of findings summarized in Table 11-4 can be
interpreted in the following way. The pattern of ascociation be-
tween family velations and criterion dimensions is ¢ssentially the
same at the end of eleventh grade as it is at the start of te:th
grade (based on a comparison of the fifth column with the first
column in Table 11-4); and in that sense the family relations
nieasure shows the same consistency of effect as we found for
socioeconomic level and intelligence. However, the family rela-
tions dimension itself is nol as stable over time as we assume
SE!. and intelligence to be; therefore, we find that family relations
measured at Time 1 predict best to criteria measured at Time
1, and least well to criteria measured at Time 3.

The above interpretation (s a perfectly reasonable one, It
asserts that family relations really do change to some extent during
late adolescence, and thus the best measure of fanuly relations is
one that corresponds in time with the criterion dimension. In our
view this interpretation is valid to 2t least some degree. Our
finding= do not rule out the rossibility of subjective bias, favor-
able self-presentation, and the like; indeed, we assume that our
measure of family relations (like many of our criterion dimen-
sions) is distorted to some degree by such phenomena. Neverthe-
less, we assume also that there is a fair degree of validity in our
family relations measure. It seems likely that self-esteem and
social values really are better developed in familles with favor-
able parent-son relationships; and we conclude that such effects
are captured at least faintly by the measures we have used.

Conclusions: The Background Foctors which Moller Most

We began this monograph with the assertion that family back-
ground i8 a cluster of powerful forces which do much to shape an
individual's capacities and accomplishments throughout his lifctime.
Qur alm was not to provide an exhaustive review of background
characteristics, or chart the manyv subtle interactions which occur
ameng them., Recognizing that any attempt to summarize family
background is gure to be in~"mplete and arbilrary, we set cut to

.
¢ .“r“
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focus on a few variables which promised to be sredictively useful
in our study. Now, at t%e end of this phase of our study, we are
in a position to specify which background factors seem to matter
most, in terms of their ability to predict our criterion dimensions.

Three background dimensions have proved especially impor-
tant~family socioeconomic level, family relations (or parent-son
relationships), and the composite measure of race/school integra-
tion/region. Other family characteristics are certainly of interest,
but these three are the ones that will deserve gpecial considera-
tion (and perhaps statistical control) whenever we examine effects
of schools and cther social environments

One other dimension to be considered carefully in future
analyses is intelligence. In this monograph we have treated in-
telligence in two quite different aralytic roles: first it has been
used as a criterion variable, presumed to be caused in part by
family background. Then in later analyses it has been treated as
a causal variable in its own right. In a number of instances it
has proved useful to conceive of intelligence as an intervening
variable through which somc of the effects of family backgrouna
are channeled.

The preliminary longitudinal analyscs reported in this chap-
ter indicate that the effects of intelligence and sociceconomic level
are highly stable among boys going through the last three years
of high schoal. We assume that a major reason for thiz stability
is the fact that intelligence and family socioeconomic level remain
largely unchanged during a boy's high school years. This high
degree of stability applies equally well to the race/sc! o0l integra-
tion/region variable, The family relations variable, however, is
not unchanging during this period. On the average, a modest im-
provement in famtly relations ppears between the stari of tenth
grade and the end of eleventh grade. And although the measure
shows coasiderable consistency across time, there is also ample
room for boys to shift in terms of how well they get along with
their parents. Thus we conclude that the most appropriate meas-
ure of family relations for later analyses will be the one that cor-
responds most closely in time to the criterion measure.

221




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

214 YOUT:H IN TRANSITION

Next Steps in This Research

A research maonograph often euds by polnting out new fron-
tiers fcr future workers in the area. We do hope that others will
pursue some of our findings further, rarticularly those involving
complex racial differences (ard non-differences). Rut many of the
next steps to be taken rest squarely in our own hands, for now we
need to see how the relationships studied here fit into a larger
picture of the effects of social environments cn adolesceut boys.
We nerd to consider how toore who drop out of high school differ
from those who do not—both beiore and after the dropping out oc-
curs. We've established In preliminary analyses that our criterion
dimensions show some consistency over time—but now we aleo
nead to develop and refine analytic methods for dealing with change.
We need to consolidate our measures of school characteristics and
relate them to changes in boys during the high echool vears. And
finally we need to examine the causes and effects of the transition
out of the high school environment and Into the worlds of work
and higher education. .

The {indings reported in this volume have brought us several
steps closer to our next research objectives. We have found that
a handful of very general dimensions can summarize much of the
(measurable) impact of family backgrovnd on a wide range of out-
comes. This degree of parsimony has great practical value as
well a8 theoretical attractiveness, for it means that family back-
ground can be treated effectively using only thiee or four basic
variables, We have also found ervvg™ strength and consistency
of relationship to Increase our confidence in the validity o. many
of our measures. In short, we have made a start In analyzing
the Youth in Transition data—~we look forward eagerly to the next
steps.
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ESTIMATES OF SAMPLING ERROR®

hs reported in Bachman, et al., (1667, pp. 21-24, 123-129),
the sample for this study was selected in three stages. Stage
one consisted of the Survey Research Center's national sample of
counties and metropolita: areas selected from each of 88 strata.
Stage two involved selecting one sciool fron each such county or
metropolitan area. {In one zrea several attempts were unsuccess-
ful in locating a school willing to participate; therefore, it
was necessary to omnit this area and proceed with 87 schools.)
Fiaally, stag: three consisted of randomly selecting about 25
boys from each school.*

Given this type of clustered and stratified sample design, it
is not appropriate to apply the standard, simple random sampling
formulas to obtain estimates of sampling errors. The use of thLese
formuias will almost always understate the actual sampling errors.

One measure ¢f this understatement is the design effect
(DEFF). Fcr each sample estimate, the design ecffect is the square
cf the ratio of actual standard error to the expected stindard
error of the estimate from a simple random sample of the same size.

actual standard error ©f the estimate
DEFF (sample estimate) g/rexpectea standard error of the esti-
mate if the rample were simple random
\of the same #1202

Each sample estirate may have a different desiyn effect. For
sote of the simple reanrs reported in this monograph, design effects
ray be as large as 5. A design effact ¢f 5 would imply that the
standard error of ihe estimate {4 the same ar the standard error
that would be expected from a simple random samplv one-fifth as
large as the actual sample. If the actval sample size is 2200,

a design effect of ! would mean that the standard error of the
estimate would be thte same ¢3 the standard error from a simple
randon gample of gire » (actual aize/LSFFY = 2200/5 = {40,

For rost of the simple ieans our astimates suggest that
design effects will be rnder 3. -

*This appendix was written by Martin Frankel, farpling Section,
Survey Research Center.

**we are grateful to Leslie Kish and Trene Fess for develop-
ing the sumpling procedure used in this study.

e/ 21t
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Even when design effects for simple means are rather large,
there exists a good deal of evidence to Indicate that design
effects for more complex statistics (e.g., differences of means,
regressjon and MCA coefficients, correlation coefficients, MCA
Etas and Betas) are significantly lower (Kish and Frankel,K 1970).

The table below presents what we feel are conservative
estimates of the standard errors for simple product-m 1en%
correlations (r's) and MCA Etas. For cach value of r o Eta, two
standard errors are given. The standard error in column 2 applies
when the analysis is based on the entire sample (n = 2213). The
standard error given in column 3 applies to analyses based on the
1374 respondents who were interviewed all three times.

Svandard Errors for r's and Eta's

Value of r or Eta N = 2213 N = 1374
<10 ,032 ,041
.15 ,032 ,040
.20 ,031 .039
.25 .030 ,038
.30 ,029 .037
.35 ,028 .036
.40 027 034
45 .025 .033

50 024 ,031
.60 ,021 026
.10 .016 .021
.80 012 .015

The user is cautioned against usi.g these standard errors
for computing "exact" tignificance levels, confidence (or
crudible) intervals. These standard errors as well as the nec-
essary normal distributional assumptions are approximations. For
farther discussinn of some of the issues raised in this appendix,
see Xish (1967), Kish and Frankel (13970}, Frankel (1970) ,

* For values of r and Eta n or ~qual to .15, we have

used the forrula SE{(r} = with an assured DEFF

of 2.3, We believe this to be a conservative value for OEFF.
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Appendix B

THE DEVELOPMENT OF A SUMMARY
MEASURE OF SOCIOECOMIC LEVEL

It is obvious that in a longitudinal study such as the
Youth in Transition project, the concept of gocioceconomic level
{3EL) must be treated extensively as both a causal and a control
variable. Accordingly, in the design of the study and the
development of interview and questionnsir: instruments an effort
was made to include items that would permit us to place each
respondent along one or more SEL dimensions. In selecting such
items for inclusion, it became quite clear that the concept of
sccioeconomic level has not ted to a single widely ghared
operational definition. A variety of measures has been used in
ctudies for purposes of "controlling on SES." Several of these
measures were included in our data collection, with the hope
that from them we would be able to develop a summary measure of
SEL.

The major requirement of such a swamary measure is that it
be parsimonious. From a theoretical standpoint, to the extent
that sociozconomic level is t, be treated as a un{tary concept,
it should be possible to use the same SEL measure in a variety
of relationships. From a more pragmatic standpoint, cur data
analyses would become impossibly complex if we were to epply
different measures of SEL to different criterion dimensions or
to different social subgroups. This is Lot to assert that
socioeconomic level really ic & single "general® factor; the
arguments over such au issue might parallel those relating to
the definition and measuremeat of the concept of intelligence.
It is simply the case that for our research purposes it was
necessary to develcp a general and multi-purpose measure of SEL.

This appendix presents the evidence used to develop such a
summary measure of SEL. This evidence includes correlations
between SEL measures :nd a number of potentially related
dimensions such as oc:upational aspiration, self-esteem, scores
on tests of aptitude and achievement, and gelf-reports of
delinquent behaviora. More generally, the appendix deals with
the issue of whether the same items (a) can be used to predict
to a variety of criteria, and (b) can yield at least roughly
the same set of relationships for white &.ad black subgroups
in our sample of high school boys.

Measurea of SEL. The items** considered for inclusion in
the summary measure of SEL are presented in Table B-1 cf this
appendix. Of the total of ten items ~onsidered, threo were

*From: Bachman, J.G. "The Development of A Summary Measure of
Socioceconomic Status." Paper read at cte American Psycho-
logical Association convention, San Francisco, August, 1968.

**This usage of the term "item" includes some composite scotes
based on a number of questions.

219
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Table B-1

Items Proposed for Inclusfon in Summary SEL Index

Missing
Item Name Data Descristion

Father's Occupation 12% Ordinal measure based on Duncan level
of gocial status coded from Interview

*Mother's Occupation 59% responses.k*

Father's Education 9 Five-point scrle caded frem interview;
less th.n high school, some high school,

Mother's Education 6% high school graduate, some college,
college graduate.

Possessions in the

Home 3r First part of the Mathis "Environmental

Participation Indax" -- the respondent
checks which of 11 ftems are available
in his home. (A 1ix-point bracketed
scale was uged in the present analyses:
a code of "1" represents 9 or fewer
items, "2" repres:nts 10 or 11 items,
"3" yepresents 12 or 13 ftems,...

"6" represents 18 or 19 ftems.)

Number of Books in
Home

2X

Six-point questiornaire scale. (The
scale ranged from "1" representing
“none, or verv few," through "3"
representing "une bookcase full,” to
"6" representing 'a room full -- a
library.™)

Rooms per Person in
the Hone

Numter ¢f roons in home divided by
number of persors living in home, based
un Tresponses to open-ended qustionnaire
ftema. (This retico relates more
strongly to "vaiideting criterfa” than
do efther of {ts irgredients taken
alone.)

AFather's Income

“Fanily Total Income

361
39T

Eight-point precoded questionnajre scale
with "1" reoresenting "Under $2000 " "
and "8 representing "$i5000 or over

tttpdequacy of Faaily

F.pances

K}

Six-item adje~tive response scale {n
quest{onnaire mak{ng qualftative
appraisal of fanil; finances.

*Excluded from {ndex dve to excessive misaing dats,

*#For & dercription of the coding procedure, see Arecott (1568). The
sccupational status scale is described by Retss (i9€)),

#84Excluded from {ndex due to evidence of low valtdity.

g2t
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dropped from further consideration because of high freguencies
of missing data. The most notable example is Status of Muther's
Occupation; since only mothers working outside the home were
classified on this scale, a score was available for less than
half of all respondents.

The product-moment correlations among the seven remaining
SEL items are presented in Table B~", along with means,
standard deviations,* and frequencies of missing data. ({Data
for white and black subgroups are presented along with data for
the total sample of tenth-grade boys; however, we will not deal
with these and other subjroup analys2s until later.) The
intercorrelations in Table B-2 range fron .04 to .58 for the
total sample, with highest intercorrelations among father's
occupational status, father's education, and mother's education.
On the whole, similar patterns of intercorrelations were found
for the white and black subgroups.

Selection of Items for Sunmary deasure of SEL. At this
point the juestion remained as to which comhination of items
provides _he most satisfactory summary measure of SEL. Our
strategy in answering this question involved relating our SCL
items to a number of “"criterion” dimensions that migat be
influenced by socioceconomic level. This set of "validating
criteria,” sampled from a wide varlety of variables being
studied in the Youth in Transition project, {s presented in
Table B-3. Three different test scores were included in the
list because it geemed quite porsible that those tests relate
differently to SCL items; one {the Quick Test) is viewed as a
general measure of intelligence, another {the Matrices test) is
intended to be a relatively culture-fair intelligence test, and
the last (the Gates Paragraph Comprehension Test] is a measure
of reading achievement.

The first step in our strategy called for examining bi-
varizte relationships between each "validating criterion” and
each of the SEL items. Our expectatiorn was that rome subset of
the SI'L items would emerge cunsistently as the szrongest
predicors of tre several criteria. Table B-4 presents the
correlations between SEL predictors and "validating criteria.”
The most consistently "predictable” criterja were found to be
the test scores and occupational aspiration, while delinquent
behavior was least “"pred’ctable.™ Turning to tha seven SEL
predictors we find that the first six items all show moderate
to strong relationships with occupational aspiration and test
scores. The "adequacy of family finances" item, by way of
contrast, shows very little strength in predicting to any of the
"validat.ng criteria”; accordingly, this item was dropped from
i1urther consideration in building the summary measure of SFL.

while the correiations in Table B-4 indicate that sach of
the first six SEL items is a better predictor than the seventh,
it is not yet clear whether a aummary measure of SEL ghould

*The standard deviations reported herein are Jerived from
samples clustered in schools; consequently they may
systematically underestimate the true standard deviation of
the population.
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Table B-2
Means. Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations of SEL Items

NOTE: Each cell entry in this rable consists of three separate scores
as follows:
Tota) sample {N=2514 weighted cases)
Whites only (N=21?? welighte cases)

Blacks only (N=291 v2dghted cases)

SEL Item Product-Moment Correlations
£ &
B3 | 8|7
40 a
K] % a] 1 2 3 4 5 6
5 E > l‘J
3 S8F] A
1
38.1 23.7 12
1. PATHER'S 9.8 {23.8 | 10

OCCUPATION
3.9 17.7 24

268 | 1.28 | ¢ || s8
2. FATHER'S .72 | 129 1 || 5?

EDUCATION
t.3} razr |22 47
3. MOTHER'S 2.76 | 1.05 6 [[38 | 5
EDUCATION 2.82 1,03 5 37 b))
.44 1 109 11 |29 43

4,53 | 1,23 3 /I | 34 | 33
b RESOURCES IN|f ¢ oo |, oo » 27 | 33| %0

HOME :
ENVIRONMENT 5,59 1.45 9 26 M it
3.54 1.17 2 30 35 ki 43
5. NUMBER OF
DOOKS IN 3.59 1.15 2 31 35 32 42
HOME 3.1 1.25 b 1o 17 19 39
1.% e 6 23 27 25 | 28 | 4
%, ROMS PER A
PERSON IN 1.96 | 0.78 S 20 FH b} 23 2
HOME 1.51 0.7¢ 15 114 M 33 30 1
3.08 | 0.74 3 21 18 15 | 23 19 4
1. ADEQUACY OF a . . R . R N a R
FAXILY
FINANCES .94 0,97 [ (4] 1 o4 14 i .

Declimals onltted.
*Correlation not computed,

*t2gsed on clustered sample.
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Table B-3
Measures Used as Valfdating Criteria
Measure Description
i
i Occupaticnal Aspiration Ordinal mezsure based o Duncan level
[5 of social status, coded from interview
) statement of respondent's future plans.
I
; Interral Control Rotter's measura of percelved personal
control over one's fate, based on "5
1 questionnaire iteas.
Self-Esteem Index based on 14 quescionnafre items.
Test Anxiety Index hased on 16 questionnaire items,
adapted by Irwin Katz from the Mandler-
Sarason Test Anxfety Questionraire.
[E—

Sradea

Self-report of average grade $n pre-' us
year (9th grade), interview {tem.

Delinquent Bstavior

—

Index based on 26 self-report items in
a specisl confident{al questionnaire,
adapted from a oeasure developed by
Martin Cold.

Quick Test of Intelligence

An indi{vidually-adoinistered test of
recognitfon vocabulary, developed by
Ammons and Armons.

Matrices Test

A greup-alninistered test of reasoning
abil{ty, developed by tl.a L.S.
Employuent Service and pattetoed after
Raven's Progressive Mattices,

Reading Achievement

Group-administered Paragraph Looprehensfon
Test taken from the Gates Readi. Survey.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eric

230




224 YQUTH IN TRANSITION

Table B-4

Correlations Between SEL Items and 'Validating Criteria”

NOTE: Each cell in this tatle consists of three separate scores
as follows:

1 Total Sample (N=2514 weiohted cases)
Whites Only (W=2177 weighted cases)
Blacks Onfy (N=297 weighted cases)

; Validatine Criteria
N
- &
4 b
o o w ")
< g € > ° °g 12 o
gg o & & o ~ :: = .?
gola | 5| B (Rl Es| P2 |n | «f
1B | | s¥ 5|45 12 | 52
] o - o ~ L - q [TIN3) - v
v Al o - - .'V — O o “ ‘E‘
38 £ & ~ 32 82| 8°F |32 & %
: 60.3 [1.66] 3.1 i.49] a.00] i.63] 108.5]z2.4] 36.0
t MEAY s [1.67] 369 1.48] 4.02{ 1.63] 210.8]23.3] 3700
; ~ 500 | 161 1 ar| 1.ss] s.ar| 1.se| Tesis|is.0] 2si7
i SEL pee R6.5)0.1%| 0.50] 0.24] 0.72] 0.53| 12.4) 5.8] 6.2
| Itens 26.2 | 0.a9] 051 0.24] 0.73] 0.52| .0.8) s.0] 4.9
! 7.6 40.17] 0.46] 0.21] o0.63] 0.60] 14.8, 7.2 9.
[ . 30 [ W] o6 -05] 15 04 3|2z ] o7
Lo AR S |3 [ or -0 s o3| 26lw | u
¥ ler P es | o2 | -ox | -03 | -0e | 25 o9 | 14
Nl sl vl 2]z 28
S KON IR TR TR RT3 TS IS " [PV B
0| s |- erj o3| || 40
23 |10 1|12 w05 32| 5
o s a3 |esh 3|y o for | i | 2
: e} et et || w9 | 14
4. POSSESSIONS 22 14 08 | -10 15 02 3% 335
wrmooe |20 1 007l 1] 00| 22l 2
e is]] el ee| wjal| u
. 22 15 ¢yl -0 16 03 28 | 2% 26
5. iﬁ?&rm | o]0 | 16| 03| 26]22] 2
R pa e ] os ) ea| a3 |-os| refis| e
2 [ O w0 20| o | |2 | 2
el ol e ol 22| 1
! te | e osors | eaf ot} oso || 34
1 . - 7
e R R E R T
i " ' ot .o | o] o¢ 04J o 10| o5 |
Decimals onit:.ed from correlation coefficients.

*Not Corputed
#+Based on clust:red sasple.
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contain all six items, nor is it clear whether there is a
single cptimal weighting of items that would maximize multi-
varjate prediction of each of the "validating criteria." 1In
order to obtain further evidence bearing on these quastions,
a series of stepwise multiple regression analyees were done;
the six SEL items were permitted to enter as predictors* for
each "validating criterion.”

Two obscrvations may be based on the results of the
multiple regression analyses, presented in Table ©-5. First,
the multiple correlations shown along the bottom rov: of the
table are higher, uvften substantially higher, than tie zero-
order relationships showi in Table B-4. %ris general finding
was of course expected, but the size of the multiple correlations
may be taken as a sort of upper limit ob‘ .inable by a summary
measure optimally weighting our six SE'. ‘tems to predict to
the specific criterion variable in que:' .on. The seccnd
cbservation is based on an examination of the beta weights
displayed in the remainder of Table B~5. These results do not
indicate any aingle weighting of SLi, items that is ~ommon to
all or even most "validating criteria.” Quite the contrary,
the beta weights vary markedly from ona criterion to another,
showing much less stability and consistency than do the
correlations in Table B-4.

Computation of Summary SEL Index. Given that all six SEL
items appeared to provide at least some degree of prediction to
one or more of the "validating criteria,” and given the absence
of avidence for a set of "optimizing” weights to be applied to
these items, it seemed appropriate to drrive a mean score in
which the six items would contribute equally.** This step was
carried out following :he procedures summarized in Table B-§,

Correlations between the summary SEL index and each of the
"validating criteria” are presented in Table B-7. These
correlations are nearly identical to the multiple correiations
that appear »% the tottom of Table B-5, even though the
multiple correlations are based on an optimal set of item
weightings for each criterion whereas the index score welghts
the six SEL items equally,###

*The specified criterion for enterlng a variable 23 a pre-
dictcr was that it contribute a significant (ps.05)
increment to variance explained,

#4A recent paper by Green (1968} argues strongly in favor of
the equal-weighting procedure adopted here.

#%4This conclusion is less clear for the black subgroup. In
this case the mulliple correlations are somewhat higher than
the correlations with the summary SEL index. This difference
is attributable to the sorwhat lower reliability of data
based on a sample of lens than three hundred (as contraated
with the total sample in excess of two thousand). The
miltiple regression analysis takes maximum "advantage" of ti.e
error variance in the smaller black #ubgroup; it ls reason-
able to conclude, therefore, that the multiple correlations
for blacks exaggerate the true relationships.
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as follows:

YOUTH IN TRANSITION

Table B-5

Multiple Regression Analyses Relsting SEL Items
to ""Validating Criteria"

Total Sampie (N=2514 weighted cases)
Whites Only (N=2177 wefghted cases)

Each cell entry {n this table consists of three separate erores

Blacks Only ([N=27] weighled cases)
Validating Criteria
<3 -
1% o
o > Ny -~
1181 2| @ Sl E | .
[ Q Y L)) L - IV - [ 2] <]
o 0 L -y -l [ a v E
n -~ -~ o o II E o B [
DL ) 3] 5| LJEIZE) AR | et
[ R % E [ Q . £ > oo -l - v
SEL Itens 23] £ | =5 2| 3y 22158 8 | 82
$8) 5 | 3| & | &2 | x| 258 | &%
15 -- [-04 04 [ 03 [o5 [12 o7 | 10
L. FATHER'S 16 - | -03 06 04 o5 8 04 12
OCCUPATION 08 [-07 [-07 | o2 {-08 |06 |04 [-12 |-09
10| 08f 10]-05|o03 Jor ;o1 for | o6
2. FATHER'S 10 07 08 -06 04 - 10 07 07
EDUCATION 16 | 261 18} -00] 05 oo |17 i3 | 2
N -] oes|-o8f o9 fos b Joaf o6
B MOTHER'S 12 -~ 06 ~-08 10 -08 12 02 07
[*]
£ ECUCATION 02 Vo8 [ -o3{ -08 | ¢1 [-20 {08 [13] o2
-
s 06 o8| o2 -5 | 03 Joz |17 |5 &
o
E .. RESOURCES IN 04 05 03 =01 02 - 05 14 13
HOME te | 12| as |22 os |os |32 [32] 17
o6 [ 09| o8| 03| or Jo3 [o7 |o8] o
5. NUMBER CT BOOKS| 08 10 04 -05 06 04 11 11 C4
IN HOKE 20 ] -- | -0a) 16| to l-08 |-0¢ |-03]| o2
o8 | ox | oo 05| 1w Jor | |09 13
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Table B-§

Procedures for Computing Summary SEL Index

The summary SEL {ndex consists <f a mean score computed from transfo:med
versions of the six SEL {ngredfeats. Up to two missing 2a:a cas s vere
permitted; {.e., the index was computed for any respondent whose lata
record contained four or more of the gix {ngredients. In order that the
six {ngredf«~ts would coniribute equally to the {ndex score, and in order
that missing data would not produce distortions, a8 linear transformation
of each ingredient was undrrtaken, The transformation consisted of

(Step A) multtplying each ingredient by a weighting factor a-d (Step B)
add.'ng a constant; the effect was to give each transformed ingredient

a stundard deviation ¢“ approximately 1.2 and a mean of exacr”  5.00.

fnitfal valuea | Welgnting | Values after | Constant] Trensformed
Frator Welghting Added values

SEL
Ingredient | S.D.**| Mean (Step A) | S.D.#*| Mean | (Step B)| S.D.R#|Me>n,

FATHER'S
OCCUPATIONA | 2,42 3.3 0.5 1.21 1.67 3.3 1.21 |5.00

FATHER'S
EDUCAT1ON 1.28 2.68 1.0 1.28 2.63 2.32 1.28 |5.00

MOTHER'S
EDUCATION 1.05 2,76 1.0 1.05 2.76 2.2% 1.05 15,00

RESOURCES IN
HOME
ENVIRONMENT | 1.23 4.53 1.0 1.23 4.5) 0.47 1.23 5.00

NUMBER OF
BOOKS 1IN
HOME 1.i7 3.54 1.0 1.17 3,54 1.46 1. 7 |5.00

ROOMS PER
PERSON IN
ROME* 1.43 3. 0.8 1.14 2.48 2.50 1.14 5.00

*Cpecial brarketed versions of Father's Occupatfon anc Pocms per Zerson
i Ko wvere used as @& convenfence fn romputing the summary SEL index;
thus the means ard standard deviat{ons shown In this taible do not
agree with those piesented ir Table 3-2.

*tBased on clustered sarple.
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YOUTH IN TRANSITION
Tahle B-7
Product-Moment Correlations Between
? Summary SEL Index and "Validating Criteria"
|
i
H NML: Each ¢ell in this table consists of three separate scores
| a1 fol,ows!
Total Sample (N=2514 weighted cases)
Whites Only (K=2177 welghted cases)
Blacks Only (N=29} weighted cases)
Product-Moment Correlatfons with Validating Criteris
r— —
=
§
T 3 -
o] o g - o
> 1 ] oS ] ow | m
v x 13 E d g : Ly o o g l'.' ‘é
El e | S| 1 2] % | 8| Suii8i. |LB
we
Bl E ST )8 %) o6 23|05 g
2 g.k ) ) (-3 Kl u - 9
g s - I 2| W8l 221585 |52
Tl A 8RN E || = | B xE|B5|8 |48
SUMMARY | 4,99 0.80| .38 [.17 | .12]-.14 ) .25} .0t |.45 |.36 | .0
SEL
INDEX 5071 0,727 .38 (.14 | .215{-.121 .25 .00 {.38 |.27 |.3%
: G441 0,78 .32 |25 ] O8] - 07| L) {02 | .47 | .45 | .48
i
| *Based on cluatered sample,
Q. ,
. i !
I N ’ n’
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One cvi:ierion dimension which might appear more
"predictable” from the multiple regression analysis than from
the SEL index is delinquens. behavior. 1In this case we find
that a very small multiple correlation occurs when some SEL
items are assigned positive weights and others are given
negative weights. The overall "prediction” thus obtained re-
maine trivial (R = .08 for the total sample); moreover, the
assignment of some positive and other negative waights to SEL
items seews incongruous. We conclude, in short, that the zero
relationship obtained with the SEL index is the nore valid
indicator ~f the true relationship betirran SLL and our measure
of delinquent behavior.

More generally, it seems safe to conclude that the six-
item summary SEL index is successful {n predicting to a number
of "validating criteria.” It passes the first part of our test
of pirsimony.

Racial Similarities in SEL kelationships. Cur second test
of a measure of ZEL Is that It be appropriate for applicaticn
to different racial subgroups. Evidence bearing on this issue
is presented in Tables B-2, B-4, B-5, and B-7; in each table
separate data are presented for white and black subgroups (in
addition to data for the entire sample).

The intercorrelations among SZL items in Table B-2, and
between SEL items and criteria in Table B-4, do not indicate
any patterns of relationships within whit.a or black subgroups
that are clearly different from those for the total sample.
Occasional differences do appear; however, there is little
i dication that some SEL items are systematically batter pre-
dictors for one or the ,sther racial subgroup.* The beta
weights presented in Table B-5 show less overall similarity
petween raclal groups, perhape, but once again there is no
pattern of gystematic differences in SFL predictors. Finally,
the relationships between the six-jtem SEL summary index and
the "validatinc criteria®™ {shown in Table B-7) are generally
similar for the two racial gubgroups: fairly strong positive
correlatione with test scores and occupational aspiration;
lower positive correlations with gradss, internal contrcl, and
self-esteem; low# negative correlztion with test anxiety; and
no correiation with delinquency.

*It should be noted that bvvause of the limited number of cases
involved, correlations basea on the black “ibgroup are much less
stable than those for thi total sample and the white subgroup.
It is not necessary for present purposes to develop exact
confidence intervals for correlations; however, the followir -
guidelines ray be helpful. The .05 confidence interval for a
correiation based on 291 weighted cases is approximately +.135.
Taking accoint of aisting data and weighting, most correlations
for the black subgroup are actually based on roughly 200 cases,
in which care a .05 confidence interval of approximately +.14
is more appropriate.
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The absence of strong systematic racial differences in
correlations between the summa.y SFL index and the “validating
criteria” provides an answer to one of the major questions
motivating this investigation: it appears that the rame set
of SEL items, when cqually weigited and combined into a summary
score, is usable for both black and white subgroups. Given
this conclusion, we consider that the six-item summary SEL
index passes the second part of our test of parsimony.

A Note on Circularity. There is a degree of circulari‘y
in usIng A number of measures as “validating criteria" for
developing a measure of SEL, and then using the same data to
consider the effects of SEL (as we have <one in this monograph).
This circularlty would have been particulariy troublesome had
we found only one or two SEL items chat predicted to the
"validating criteria,” or if cercain SEL {tems had worked for
one criterion while different items weare needed to predist to
another. Had such been the case, our relationships with SEL
might have heen heavily influenced by the maximizatfon of
rendom exror. In fact, however, of the seven eligible Sul,
items shown in Tables B2 and B-4, only one was excluded from
the equal -weighted summary index. Thus while the logical
circularity r.mains, we consider the relationships with the SEL
summary index to be sufficiently sound to warrant the emphasis
we've given them in this volume.
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Appendix C

BIVARIATE RELATIONSHIPS AMONG
BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS

This appendix presents a total of 36 bivariate frequency
tables showing all pairirgs of the eight family background vari-
ables and the Quick Test of intelligence. Each table relates one
variable (e.g., sociveconomic level] to another (e.g., number of
siblings), with cell entries indicating number of weighted cases.

The tables are adapred directly from computer output. Each
table is labelled according to the two background variables pre-
sented; however, specific categories within each variable are
designated only by code number. The category names corresponding
to the code numbers are provided in the listing below.

An example of how these tables might be used may prove help-
ful. Someone interested in the (weighted) number of boys in our
sample who come from very low socioeconomic level homes broken by
divorce wouli consult the second tabler cell 1,5 -- that is, the
cell corresponding to categcry (1) of socioeconomic level and
category (5] of the broken home variable -- indicates that 27
cases, or just over 1 percent of the total sample of 2514, come
from very low SEL homes broken hy divorce.

Background Variables with Code Categories
and Nwnber of Cases Specifded:

Socloecononic Level Cases Farily Relations Cases
(1) 1ow 166 (1) pror 106
(2) 384 (2) 199
[45)] 687 (3 344
(%) Lel ( &) 432
(5) 363 (5) 555
( 6) high 189 (8 427
(n 59
( 9) Mi{ssing Data 84 (8 gocd a0
Number of Siblings ( 9) Missing Cata 52
(0) O sidlings 139
(1) 1 stdltng 506 Religious Treference
(1) 2 sidlings 562 (0) Jewish 3]
(3) 3 sbitngs 482 ( 1} Roman Catholfic, 92
(&) & sidlings 1 Eastern Orthodox
(5) 5 siblings 194 (2) Baptist 5€4
( 6) 6 siblings 12% { 3) Chureh of 162
() 7 or rore 193 Cheist, ete.
siblings ( 4) Lutheran 203
( 3) Methodist 344
Broken Home (6) Presdyterfan 177
(7) Episcopal $3
{ 0) Home broken 200
by death ( 8) Other Protestant 94
(1) Fowe {ntact 1997 { 9) Other and 360
( 5) Fome droken dy i Missing Data
\) divotce, etc.
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Family Political Preference Cases Race (Five-Categcry) Cases
(1) Strongiy Republican 181 ( 1) Al whites 2177
( 2) Mildly Republican 399 ( 2) Integrated 79

( 3) Mildly Democrat 600 blacks
{ 4) Strongly Democrat 347 ( 3) Northern 172
{ 5) Other 987 segregated
blacks
Community Size ( 4) Southein 140
(1) Farn 275 Sesregated
(2) Countr:, but 290 ( 5) Other racial 46
oot a fara
(3) Town 422 minori{ties
( 4) Small cicy 525 .
( 5) Large city 665 Quick Test of Intelligence
(1 Q- 91 230
K
e ata 3 () 92-10 465
’ ¢ 3) 103 -113 940
€ &) 116 - 12t 676
€9) 125 - 15¢ 203
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Race (Five-Category)
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Appendix E

GUIDE TO FIGURES

The first part of this appendix is an explanation and ratio-
nale for the fornat used in most of our figures. The second part
provides tabular data corresponding to each figure presented in
the monograph. The brief explanation of format should be helpful
to all readers; the tabular data will be needed by only a few.

Standard Format for Figqures. A single general-purpose
format has been used In almoat all of the figures.* This stan-
dardization has two overriding advantages =-- it makes possible a
direct comparison of the relationships in one figure with those
in another, and (hopefully) it simplifies the reader's job of in-
terpreting fairly complex data displeys.

The following features are included in all standard figures:

1. A heavy solid line connccting the mean criterion
scores fcr each category of the predictor var-
{able.

2. A fine horizontal line across the middle of the
figure Indicating the mean criterion score for
all individuals (i.e., the grand mean),.

3. A shaded bar for each predictor category:

a. The height of the bar {ndicates the
range of % one stanfird deviation for
that predictor category. (This rcnge
includes about two-thirds of all in-~
dividual criterion scores within the
prediccor category,)

b. The width of the bar is proportione«l
©o the percentage of respondents who
are in that predictor category.

The following additional features are f{ncluded ‘n figures used
in Chapters 5 through 1C:

4. A dashed line connecting the adjusted** criterion
scores controlled for all family background fac-
tors {except the one serving as predictor in the
figure),

5. A dotted line connecting the adjusted** criterion
scores controlled for intelligence plus all family
background factors (except the predictor),

* fhe only exceptions are Figures 4-9, 4-10, 4-11, 4-~12, and
10-2, all of which are self-explanatory.

]
* All adjustments a_ e made using Multiple Classification
Analysis, a multivariate procedure described in Chapter d.

o7 s
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246 YOUTH IN TRANSITION

The reader looking at the figures in Chapters 3 and 4 may
wonder why we have included the heavy solid line that connects
mean zriterion scores, since we could just as well indicate the
subgroup means separately at the midpoint of each shaded bar.

In fact, for predictors that are nominal scales, such as race and
religion, it may appear inappropriate to draw a connecting line
between ca.egories. Our reason for using a "profile"” line evcn
wnen the predictor is only a nominal scale becomes apparent in
later chapters (see Figure 5-5 for example); profile lines seem
the most convenien: way of using a single figure to show several
different versions of a relationsnip (depending upon adjustments
for other background factors and intelligence). In order to in-
crease consistency, we have used profile lines in the early
figures as well as in the later ones where they are a necessity,

The information provided by the shaded bars is not essential
to an underaszanding of the basic relationships displayed in the
figures, but we think it can help in interpretation, Displaying
the range from minus one t» plus one standard deviation reminds
us of the considerable overlan between categories, even when
their means are clearly different. Cccasional.y this range also
indicates that criterion scores vary ~ore widely within certain
predictor categories, Setting the width of the shaded bars pro-
portional to the number of individuals in each predictor category
provides further perspective. It reminds us that some categories
are rather small, and that large effr:ts involving only these
categories cannot account for a great deal of the total criterion
variance -- even when the effects are very importent,

A few other notes on standardization procedures may be help~
ful in interpretir 7 ti.e figures. The ordinate (Y axis) in each
figure has been scaled in such a way that the standard deviation
for the dependent variable is always equal to about 3,33 centi-
meters. Applying this procedure consistently means that equally
large effects will appear equally large from one figure (and one
set of variables) to anothexr The abscissa (X axis! in each
figure i8 also designed for comparability whenever the predictor
variable can be treated as an interval scale, The total span of
the x-axis is kept roughly equal, whether the nurber of predic-
tor categories shown within that span is eight (for the family
relations variable - number of siblings) or six (for socioecono-
mic level) or five (for the Quick Test of inte:ligence). wWithin
each of these predictor scales, the bars are centered at equal
intervals,

Hopafully, the several "girmmicks™ used in theze figures will
not Jsvershadow tte findings they are designed to display. Our
intention has been to present our findings in such a way that
much of the rich detail of relationship can be grasped more
easily than would be possible in tabular presentation. For some
purposes, of course, it is useful to know the exact values under~
lyir.3 a graphic display. Accordingly, we have devoted the second
part of this appendix to presentlng the tabular data underlying
each of our figures,

Tabular Data Correspondling to Figqures. Each table on the
following pages has been numbered to match the appropriate figure
in the text, with an "E" added as a prefix (thus Table E-3-1 cor-
responds to Figure 3-1), The tables are self-explsnatory and
correspond exactly to the figures, except for one minor departure:
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In the case of three predictor variables -- socioeconomic
level, family relations, and community size -- the small missing
data category was not included in figures. The missing data
cases are summarized in the tables. They were also included in
the computation of Eta and Beta statistics. (This inclusion
occurs automatically in our use of Multiple Classification
Analysis; it makes virtually no differenca in the resulting stat-

istics.}

208




i 248 YOUTH IN TRANSITION
i TABLE E-3-1

MEAN SOCIOECONOMIC LEVEL FOR EACH
CATEGORY OF FAMILY SIZE

Grand Mean = 4.99
Grand Standard Deviation = .80

Predicter Unedjusted Standard

Category Weighted N Percent Mean Deviatio>
i 0 siblings 129 5.3 5.21 .73
4 1 sibling 501 20.6 5.21 .73
1 2 siblings 552 22.7 5.18 .73

3 siblings 471 19.4 5.03 77

4 siblings 297 12.2 4.91 .81

5 siblings 185 7.6 4.72 .77

$ siblings 117 4.8 4.48 .73

7 or more 178 7.3 4.30 .75

siblings
Eta = .34
TABLE E-3-2

MEAN SOCIOECONOMIC LEVEL FOR EACH
CATEGORY OF BROKEN HOME

Grand Mean = 4.99
Grand Standard Deviation = .80

Predictor Unadjusted Standard

Category weighted N Percent Mean peviation

Home intact 1954 80.4 5.03 .19

Home broken

by death 182 7.5 $.00 .92

Home broken by

divorce, etc. 294 12.1 4.72 .15
Eta = .13

ERIC
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TABLE E-3-3

MEAN SOCIOECONOMIC LEVEL FOR EACH
CATEGORY OF RELIGIOUS PREFERENCE

249

Grand Mean = 4.99

Grand Standard beviation = .80
Predictor Unadjusted Standard
Category weighted N Percent Mean Deviation
Jewish 65 2.7 5.69 .61
Roman Catholic, 480 19.8 4.97 .71
Eastern Crthodox
Baptist 551 22,7 §.65 .78
Church of 159 6.5 4.92 .19
Christ, etc.
Lutheran 201 3.3 5.05 .68
Methodist 342 14.1 5.14 .79
sresbyterian 176 7.2 5.29 .82
Episcopal 53 2.2 5.73 .71
Other Protestant 94 3.9 5.13 1]
Other and
Missing Dpata 309 12,7 4.98 .81

Eta = .31
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TABLE E-3-4

MEAN NUMBER OF S1BLINGS FOR EACH
CATEGORY OF RELIGIOUS PREFERENCE

Grand Mean = 3.04
Grand ftandard Deviation = 2,18

Tredictor Unadjusted Standargd
Category Weighted N Percent Mean Deviation
Jewlish 65 2.6 1.51 1.28
Roman Catholic, 492 19.6 3.18 2.20
Eastern Orthodox

Baptiat 564 22.4 3.33 2.46
Church of 162 6.4 3,05 2.52
Christ, etc.

Lutheran 203 8.1 7,65 1.93
Methodist 344 13.7 2.96 1.91
Presbyterian 177 7.0 2.72 2.04
Episcopal 53 2.1 2.55 1.92
Other Protestant 94 3.7 2.817 1.71
Other and 350 14.3 3.23 2.30

Missing Data
Eta = .16

TABLE E-3-5

MEAN SCCIOECONOMIC LEVEL FUR EACH
CATEGORY OF FAMILY POLITICAL PREFERENCE

Grand Mean = 4.92
Grand Standard Deviation = .80

Predictor U~ 1ijusted Standard
Category weighted N percent ___Mean Deviation
Strongly
Pepublican 181 7.4 s.2e .87
Mildly
Republican 390 16.0 .23 .81
Mildly
Democrat 591 24.3 4.34 .76
Strongly
Democrat 312 14.1 4.86 .75
Other 926 39,1 .93 .80
Eta = .17
. [~
o0

~
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TABLE E-3-6

MEAN SOCIOECONOMIC LEVEL FOR EACH
CATEGORY OF COMMUNITY SIZE
WHERE PESPONDENT WAS RAISED

Grand Mean = 4.99

Grand Standard Deviation = ,80
Predictor Unadjusted Standard
Category weighted N Percent Mean Deviation
Farm 267 11.0 4,54 .72
Country, but 285 11.7 4.65 , 75
not a farm
Town 710 29.2 5.14 .83
Small city 500 20.6 .15 76
Large caity 633 26.0 5.05 .73
Other and 35 1.4 4.80 .94
Missing Data

Eta = .28
TABLE ®-3-7

MEAN SOCIOECONOMIC LEVEL FOR EACH
CATEGORY JF RACE

Grand Mean = 4.99
Grapd Standard Deviation = .80

Predictor Unadjusted Standard
category Weighted N  Percent Mean Deviation
All whites 2129 87.6 5.07 W17
Inteqratei 76 3.1 4.82 .86
blacks
Northern 53 2,1 4.78 .60
segrecated
blacks
Southern 131 5.3 4.09 .63
segregated
blacks
Other raclal 41 1.6 4.43 .75
ml~orities
Eta = ,30
r”\
236




252 YOUTH IN TRANSITION

TABLE E-3-8

MEAN NUMBER OF SIBLINGS FOR EACH
CATEGORY OF RACE

Grand Mean = 3,04
Grand Standard Deviation = 2,18

Predictor Unadjusted Standard
Category Weighted N Percent Mean Deviation
All whites 2177 86.5 2,79 1.95
Integrated 79 3.1 3.84° 2.58
blacks

Northern 72 2.8 4.65 2.92
segregated

blacks

Southern 140 5.5 5.05 2.81
segregated

blacks

Other racial 46 1.8 il .74 2.80

minorities
Eta = .30

TABLE E-4-1

MEAN QUICK TEST SCORES FOR EACH
CATEGORY OF SOCIOECONOMIC LEVEL

Grand Mean = 108.5
Grand Standard Deviation = 12,5

j Predictor Unadjusted standaid
| Category weighted N Percent Mean Deviatjon _
| 1 (1ow) 166 €.6 96.87 14.17
2 g4 15.3 101.86 13.62
3 687 27.3 108.28 10.45
4 648 25.8 110.80 10.03
5 365 14.5 113.99 10.09
6 (high) 180 7.2 118.28 9.25
Mlssing Data 84 3.3 100.44 14.67
Eta = .44

ERIC 257
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TABLE E-4-2

MEAN QUICK TEST SCORES FOR EACH
CATEGORY OF FAMILY SIZE

Grand Mean = 108.°%

Grand Standard Deviation 12.5
Predictor Unadjusted Standard
Category wWeighted N Percent Mean Deviation
0 siblings 139 5.5 111.71 9.5€
1 sibling 507 20.2 112.83 10,36
2 siblings 562 22.4 110. 74 10.55
3 siblings 482 19.2 108.19 12.82
4 8iblings 31 12.4 107.22 12.30
5 siblings 194 7.7 105.76 11,45
6 siblings 126 5.0 102.18 13.83
7 or more 193 7.7 97.76 15.03

siblings
Eta = .33
TABLE E-4-3
MEAN QUICK TEST SCORES FOR EACH
CATEGORY OF BROKEN HOME
Grand Mean = 108.5

Grand Standard Deviation = 12.5
Predictor Unadjusted $tandard
Category weighted N Percent Mean Deviation
Rome intact 1987 79.4 10%.27 11.90
Home broken 200 8.0 107.56 13.12
by death
Home broken by 317 12.6 104.06 14.23

divorce, etc.
Eta = .14
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TABLE E-4-4

YOUTH IN TRANSITION

MEAN QUICK TEST SCORES FOR EACH
CATEGORY OF FAMILY RELATIONS

Grand Standard Deviation

Predictor

Category Welghted N Percent
1 (poor) 106 4.2
2 199 7.9
3 344 13.7
] 482 19.2
5 555 22.1
6 427 17.0
7 259 10.3
8- (good) 90 3.6
9 Missing pata 52 2.1

Grand Mean = 108.5
12.5

Unadjusted Standard
Mean Deviation
108.78 13.03
106.30 14,61
105.69 12,65
107.88 12,21
108.83 13.25
110.93 11.31
110.92 10,87
109.60 9.03
102.32 9.67

Eta = .16

Pray
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TABLE E-4-5

MEAN QUICK TEST SCORES FOR EACH
CATEGORY OF RELIGIOUS PHREFERENCE

Grand Mean = 108.5
Grand Standard Deviation = 12.5

g;tg;gﬁ;r Weighted N Percent Unagz::ted g::igiign
Jewish 65 2,6 117.66 8.98
Roman Catholic, 492 19.6 109.04 11.38
Eastern Orthodox

Baptist 564 22.4 104.138 13.54
Church of 162 6.4 106.01 12,61
Christ, etc, '

Lutheran 203 8.1 110.15 11.43
Methodist 144 13.7 108.76 12.37
Presbyterian 177 7.0 113.52 l0.82
Episcopal 53 2.1 115.04 11.04
Other Protestant 94 3.7 112.36 16.20
Other and 360 14.3 108.09 11.98

Misgsing para
Eta = ,26
Table E-4-6

MEAN QUICK TEST SCORES FOR EACH
CATEGCRY OF FAMILY POLITICAL PREFERENCE

Grand Mean = 108.5
Grand Standard Deviation = 12.5

Predictor Unadjusted Standard

Category wWeighted N pPercent Mean Deviation

Strongly 181 7.2 109,70 11.97

Republican

Mildly 399 15.9 11).27 12.63

Republican .

Mildly 600 23.9 1.9.37 11.99

Democrat

Strongly 3N 13.9 106.85 11.73

Democrat

Other 9137 39.3 107.16 12.80
Eta = ,]13

260




256 YOUTH IN TRANSITION

TABRLE E-4-7
MEAN QUICK TEST SCORES FOR EACH
CHIYEGORY OF COMMUNITY SIZE
WHERE RESPONDENT WAS RAISED

Grand Mean = 108.5

Grand Standard Deviation = 12,5

Predictor Unadjusted Standard
Category Weighted N Percent Mean Deviation
Farm 275 10.9 103,24 13.75

; Country, but 290 11.5 106.79 14.31

. not a farm
Town 722 28.7 110.13 11.98
Small city 525 20.9 109.57 11.55
Large city 665 26.5 108,71 11.66
Other and 37 1.5 109.08 12.16

Missing Data
Eta = ,17

TABLE E-4-8

MEAN CQUICK TEST SCORES FOR EACH
CATEGORY OF RACE

Grand Mean = 108.5

; Grand Standard Deviaticn = 12.5
: Predictor Unadjusted Standard
! Category Weighted N Percent Mean Deviation
i
{ All whites 2177 86.6 110.42 10.78
¥
! Integrated 79 3.1 104.89 11.09
blacks
Northern 72 2.9 101.61 11.00
segregated
blacks
Southern 140 5.6 87.05 13.56
seregated
blacks
Other racial &6 1.8 99.04 15.18
ninorities
Eta = .46
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TABLE E-~4-9

MEAN SCORES ON QUICK TEST, AND QUICK TEST NET OF SOCIOECONOMIC
LEVEL, FOR EACH CATEGORY OF FAMILY SIZE

Family Size Mean Score on Quick Test Net of
(Number of Siblings) Quick Test Socioceconomic Level
0 siblings 111.7 110.9

1 sibling 112,8 111.2

2 siblings 110.7 1¢9.4

3 siblings 108.2 107.8

4 siblings 107.2 1¢8.0

S siblings 105.8 107.4

6 siblings 102.2 106.0

7 or more 97.8 102.5

=2iblings

TABLE E-4-10

MEAN QUICK TEST SCORES (EXPRESSED AS D&VIATgONS FROM
MEAN QUICK TEST SCORE FOR ALL WHITES")

Difference Fron

Difference From

Racial whites When There wWhi%es when SEL
Subgroup Are N¢ Controls Is Controlled
Blacks in

Integrated Schools

Blacks in Northern
Segregated Schools

Blacks in Southern
Segregated Schools

Other Racial
Minorlties

=5.5

-8.8

-23.0

-11.0

=3.3

~5.5

-16.6

-6.7

aMean Quick Test score for all whites = 110.4
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TABLE E-4-11

PERCENTAGE OF CASES PER QUICK TEST SCOPE CATEGORY:
WHITES, INTEGRATED BLACKS, AND SOUTHERN SEGREGATED BLACKS

Percent
Percent Southern
Percent Integrated Segregated

Quick Test Score Whites Blacks Blacks
69 or less . 1% 1.3% 9.3%
70 - 80 1] 1.3% 22.1%
81 ~ 91 3,8% 10.1% 37.1%
92 - 102 18.2% 19.0% 15,0%
103 - 113 38.7% 43.4% 13.6%
114 - 124 29.5% 17.7% 2.9%
125 or more 9.2% 1.3% 0.0%

b e e
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TABLE E-5-~1

MEAN SELF-CONCEPT OF SCHOOL ABILITY (ADJUSTED AND UNADJUSTED)
FOR EACH CATEGORY CF QUICK TEST SCORES

Grand Standard Deviation

Predictor
Category

0-91
92-102
103-113
114-124
125-150

waighted
N

229
463
938
674

2
9.

Grand Mean = 4.13
= .13
Deviations from
Unadj. Grand Mean®
Mean S.D.
3.75 .74 -.39 -.36
3.77 .60 -.36 -.30
§.03 .63 -.11 -.10
4.44 165 +.31 +.217
4.87 .63 +,73 +.64
Eta=.46 Beta=.40
TABLE L-5-2

MEAN SELF-CONCEFT OF SCHOOL ABILITY (ADJUSTED AND UNADJUSTED)

Predictor
Category

1 (low)
2

3

4

5

6 (high)

Missing Data

Welighted

N
166
382
685
647
364
180

83

Grand Mean
Grand Standard Deviation

6.f
15.2
27.]
25.8
14.5

7.2

FOR EACH CATEGORY OF SOCIOCECONOMIC LEVEL

= 4.13
= .73
Deviations fronm
Unadj. Grand Mean
Mean S.D. 2 3

3.76 .75 ~.37 -.28 ~-.,16
3.92 .67 -.21 -,15 =-.07
4.01 .67 -.13 -.11 -.09
4.21 .67 +.08 +,05 +.04
4.39 .75 +.25 +,20 +.11
4.7¢ .65 +.57 +.49 +.3)
3.91 na -.23 -.12 -,04

Eta= Beta= Betaw
.33 .26 .16

a1: Unadjusted deviations from grand rean
2: Devlations adjustad for family background factors (using MCA)
3: Deviations adjusted for family background factors plus QT
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TABLE E-5-3

MEAN SELF-CONCEPT OF SCHOOL ABILITY (ADJUSTED AWD UNADJUSTED)

FOR EACH CATEGORY OF FAMILY SIZE

Grand Mean = 4.13
Grand Standard Deviation = .73
Deviations from
Predictor Weighted Unadj. Grand Mean?
Category N ] _Mean S.D. 1 2 3
0 siblings 138 5.5 4,35 .70 +.22 +.20 +.15
1 sibling 506 20.2 4.29 .70 +.15 +.08 +,03
2 siblings 560 22.3 4.20 .70 +.07 +.03 +.02
3 siblings 481 19.2 4.16 .75 +,03 +.04 +.05
4 siblings 311 12.4 4.04 .72 -.10 -.07 ~-.05
5 giblings 194 7.7 3.96 .62 ~.18 =-.11 ~.09
6 siblings 124 4.9 3.93 1N ~,21 -.11 -.07
7 or more 193 7.7 3.78 .14 ~.35 =-,21 -.17
siblings Eta= Beta= Beta=

TASLE E-5-4 210 130 .10

MEAN SELF-CONCEPT OF SCHOOL ABILITY (ADJUSTED AND UNADJUSTED)

FOR EACH CATEGORY OF FAMILY RELATIONS

Grand Mean = 4.13
Grand Standard Deviation = .73
Deviaticns from

Predictor Weighted Unadj. Grand Mean?®
Category J A Mean S§.D. 1 2 3
1 (poor) 106 4.2 3.97 .82 -.17 =~-.12 ~-,14
2 198 7.9 3.95 .75 -.18 -.10 -,11
3 342 13,6 4.00 .7€ -~.13 -.08 -.03
4 480 19.1 4.04 .73 -.10 -.10 -.09
5 553 22,1 4.20 .72 +.06 +.04 +.04
6 427 17.0 4.25 .65 +.11 +.06 <.04
7 259 10.3 4.37 .63 +.23 +.20 +.17
8 ({good) 90 .6 <29 .69 +.15 +.10 +.12
9 Missing 52 s.1 3.87 na -.26 =-.06 ~-.03
Data Eta= Beta= Beta=
.19 RE .12
41: Unadjusted deviations from grard mean

2:

Deviations adjusted for family background factors {using MCA)
Deviations adjusted for family background factors Plus QT
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TABRLE E~5~5

MEAN SELF-CONCEPT OF SCEOCL ABILITY (ADJUSTED AND UNADLJUSTED)
FOR EACH CATEGORY OF RACE

Grand Mean = 4.13
Grand Standard Deviation = ,73
Deviations from
Predictor Weighted Unadj. Grand Mean?d
Category N % Mean §.D. 1 2 3
All whites 2171 86.6 4.15 .73 +.01 =-,02 ~.04
Integrated 79 3.2 4.14 .67 +.01 4,11 +.16
blacks
Northern 72 2.9 4.08 .67 ~.05 +.13 +.22
segregated
blacks
Southern 140 5.6 3.97 .66 =17 4,14 +.32
segregated
blacks
Other racial 45 1.9 4.11 W77 -.02 +.19 +.28

minorities

Eta= Beta= Beta=
.06 .07 .14
TABLE E-6+1A

MEAN FOSITIVE SCHOOL ATTITUDES (ADJUSJED AND UNADJUSTED)
FOR EACH CATEGORY OF PACE

Grand Mean = 3,25
Grand Standard Deviation = ,53
Deviations from

Predictor  We.ghted Unadj. Grand Mean?

Category __N ) Mean S.b, 1 F)

All whites 2162 86.8 3,23 .53 -.01 ~-.,02 =-.02
. Integrated 77 3.1 3.3% 49 4,10 +,10 +.10

blacks

Northern 67 2,7 3.27 .55 +.03 4,09 +.10

segregated

blacks

Southern 140 5.6 3.38 .54 +.13 4,22 +,22

segregated

blacks

Other racial 45 1.8 3.22 .53 -.03 +.005 +.01

mirorities

Eta= Beta= Beta=
s .07 .11 12

21: tUnadjusted deviations from grand mean
21 Deviations adjusted for family backgrouad factors (using MCA)
3: peviations adjusted for family backgrocund factors plus QT
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TABLE E-6-1B

MEAN NEGATIVE SCHOOL ATTITUDES (ADJUSTED AND UNADJUSTED)
FOR EACH CATEGORY OF RACE

Grand Mean = 1.91
Grand Standard Deviation = .61
Deviations from
Predictor Weighted Unadj. Grand Mean
Category N % Mean S.D. 3
All whites 2153 87.0 1.90 .59 -.01 +.005 +.02
Integrated 76 3.1 1.76 .59 -.15 -.19 -.20
blacks
Northern 67 2.7 2.12 .70 +.22 +.11 +.06
segregated
blacks
Southern 135 5.5 2.05 .72 +.14 -.04 -.19
segregated
blacks
Other racial 44 1.8 2.10 .70 +.19 +.0f +.03

minorities
Eta= Beta= Beta=
.10 .07 .10
TABLE E-6-2

MEAN NEED FOR SOCTAL APPROVAL (ADJUSTED AND UNADJUSTED)
FOR EACH CATEGORY OF FAMILY RELATIONS

Grand Mean = 1.48
Grand Standard Deviation = .17
Deviations from

Predictor Weighted Unadj. Grand Mean?
Category e _Mean §.0. L 2 ¥
1 (poor) 105 4.2 1.42 .17 -.06 =-.07 -.07
2 197 7.9 1.43 .14 -.05 -.05 -.05
3 EkN 13.% 1.45 .17 -.04 -,04 -.04
4 472 19,0 1.45 .16 -,03 -,03 -.03
5 549 22,1 1.49 .15 +.,004 +.005 +.005
6 424 17.1 1.48 .16 +.002 +,008 +.01
? 257 10.4 1.56 <17 +.08 +.08 +.08
B8 (good) 90 3.6 ‘1.64 <17 +.16 +.16 +.16
9 Missing 48 1.9 1.55 na +.07 +.04 +,03
Data Eta= Betas Petas=
.29 .30 » 31

a); Unadjusted deviations from grand mean
2: Deviations adjusted for family background factors f(using MCA)
3: Deviations adjusted for family backjround factors plus QT
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TABLE E-7-~1

MEAN SELF-ESTEEM (ADJUSTED AND UNADJUSTED)

FOR EACH CATEGORY OF

Gra

nd Mean =

Grand Standard peviation =

Predictor Weighted
Category N
1 (pouar) 106
2 199
3 341
4 478
5 552
[ 426
7 259
8 (good) 90
9 Misging 49
bata

L
4.2
8.0

13.6

Unaij.

Maan

3.38
3.53
3.59
3.62
2.81
3.86
4.04
4.21
3.76

3.75
.52

S.D.

.68
.49
.46
.51
.45
.48
.48
.41

na

FAMILY RELATIONS

263

Deviations from
Grand Mean®

-.37
-.22
-.16
~.13

~-.36
-.20

-.15

+.03

3
~.36
-.20

Beta= Ieta=

.36

.35

2): Unadjusted deviations from grand mean
2: Deviastions adjusted for family background factors (using MCA)
3: peviations adjusted for family background factors plus QT
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MEAN SELF-ESTEEM

TABLE E-7-2

YOUTH IN TRANSITION

(ADJUSTED AND UNADJUSTED)

FOR EACH CATEGORY CF RELIGIOUS PREFERENCE

Predictor Weighted
N

Category

Jewish

Catholic,
Crthodox

Baptist

Church of
Christ, etc.

Lutheran
Methodist
Presbyterian
Episcopal

Cther
Protestant

Other and
Missing Data

343
177
53
94

Grand Mean = 3.75
Grand ftandard Deviation =

A

2.6
6

'

3.

Unadj.
Mean

W52

s.D.
.59
.51

.51

.51

51
+57
.49
W45
.52

.50

Deviations from
Grand Mean?
3

+.24 +.14 +.12

+.04 +.06 +.06

-.006 -.02 -.02

-.02 -,01 +.002

-.08 -.07 -.07
+.01 =-.02 -.02
+.002 -,01 ~-.02
+.08 +.001 -.002

+.08 +.07 +.05

-.08 =-.03 -.03

Etas Eeta= Beta= :
W12 .09 .08 i

3): Unadjusted deviations from grand mean

2: Deviations adjusted for family background factors (using MCA}
3: Deviations adjusted for family background fuctors plus QT
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TABLE E-7-3

MEAN SELF-ESTEEM (ADJUSTED AND UNADJUSTED)
FOR EACR CATEGORY OF RACE

Grand Mean = 3,75
Grand Standard Deviation = ,52
Deviations from
Predictor Weighted Unadj. Grand Mean?
Category N 8 Mean S.D. 1 2 3
All whites 2169 86.8 3.74 .52 -.01 -,02 -.02
Integrated 79 3.2 3.856 .49 +.11 +.12 +.13
blacks
Northetrn 70 2.8 3.90 .44 +.15 +.19 4,22
segregated
blacks
Southern 137 5.5 3.77 .51 +.02 +.13 +,22
segregated
blacks
Other racial 45 1.8 3.64 .58 -.10 -,09 -,07

minorities
Eta= Beta= Beta=
.07 .10 .14
TABLE E-7-4

MEAN IMPULSE TO AGGRESSION (ADJUSTED AND UNADJUSTED)
FOR EACH CATEGORY OF RACE

Grand Mean = 2.54
Grand Standard Deviation = ,82
Reviatione fgom

Predictor Weighted Unadj. Grand Mean
Category N % Mean S.b. T 2 3
All whites 2115 86.9 2.58 .81 +.04 +.05 +.05
Integrated 77 3.2 2,21 .79 -.33 -,32 -,31
blacks

Northern 67 2.3 2.14 .73 -.40 -.41 -,42
segregated

blacks

Southern 130 5.3 2.33 94 -.20 -.,27 -.31
seqgregated

blacka

Otter racial 44 1.8 2,27 . 84 =27 -.22 -.22
minorities

Etax Beta= pBetax
.14 .15 .15

21: tnadjusted deviations from grand mean
2: Deviations adjisted for family background factors (using MCA)
3t Deviations adjusted for family background factors plus QT
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TABLE E-8-l

MEAN AMBITIOUS JOB ATTITUDES (ADJUSTED AND UNADJUSTED)

268
Pradictcr  Weighted
Category
1 (poor) 105 !
2 194
3 337
| 4 476
! 5 552
6 426
? 259
8  (good) 89
9 Missing 35
Data

FOR EACH CATEGORY OF FAMILY RELATIONS

Grand Mean = 5.06

A}
4.

2
7.8

17.2
19.5

3.6

Grand Standerd Deviation = .70

Deviations from
Unadj. Grand Mean?
Mean S$.D. 1 2
4.89 .74 -.17 -,18 -.18
4,66 .73 -.4) -.37 -.37
4.82 .67 -.25 =.22 -.20
4.94 .67 -.12 -,12 -.12
$.15 .64 +.09 +.08 +.08
5.29 .62 +.22 +.20 +.19
5.39 .63 +.32 +.31 +.29
5.39 .68 +.32 +.31 +.30
§.52 na -.54 -.38 -.38

Eta= DBeta= Beta=
.33 .31 .30

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

2]: Unadjusted ceviations from grand mean
2: Deviations adjusted for family background fictors {using MCA)
3: Deviations adjusted for family background factors plus QT

271




Lo

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

BTN v s i vt

APPENDIX E 267

TABLE E-8-2

MEAN AMBITIOUS JOB ATTITUDES (ADJUSTED AND UNADJUSTED)
FOR EACH CATEGORY OF RELIGIOUS PREFERENCE

Grarnd Mean = 5,06

Grand Standard Deviation +70

Deviations from
Predicter Weighted UnaAdj. Grand Mean?
Category $ Mean S$.0.
Jewish 65 2.6 5.32 .55 +.26 +.,12 +.10
Catholic, 488 19.7 5.08 .68 +.02 +,001 +,001
Orthodox
Baptist 561 22.7 4.91 .71 -.15 -~.C8 -,07
Church of 161 6.5 4.99 .65 -.0?7 -,05 -.03
Christ, etc.
Lutheran 202 8.2 5.10 .75 +.04 +.04 +.04
Methodist 342 13.8 5.20 .67 +.14 +,07 +.07
Presbyterian 174 7.0 5.10 .69 +.94 -,01 -.03
Episcopal 50 2.0 5.33 .69 +.27 +.12 +,.19)
Other 93 3.8 5.27 .73 +.20 +.16 +.13
Protestant
Other and 337 13.6 5.00 .69 -.07 -.02 -.02

Missing Data
Eta= Beta= Beta=
.17 .09 .08

3): vunadjusted deviations from grand mean
2: Deviations adjusted for family background factors (using MCA)
3: Deviations adjusted for family background factor:s plus QT
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+.07

-.12
+.09
-.04

-.37

258 YOUTH IN TRANSITION
TABLE E-8-3
MEAN POLITICAL KNOWLEDGE (ADJUSTED AND UNADJUSTED)
FOR EACH CATEGORY OF RELIGIOUS PREFERENCE
i Grand Mean = 2.63
! Grand Standard Deviation = 1.46
i Deviatiors from
! Predictor Weighted Unadj.
: Category 3 Mean S.D.
E Jewish 65 2.7 4.05 1.27 +1.42 +.95
i
Catholic, 476 12.4 2.73 1.41 +,10 +.09
orthodox
} Baptist 551 22.5 2.54 1.45 =-.0% +.01
|
j Chruch of 160 6.5 2.49 1.41 -.14 -,10
} Christ, etc.
Lutheran 185 B.0 2.75 1.51 +.12 +.10
Methodist 341 13.9 2.67 1.44 +.04 -.04
\ Presbyterian 173 7.1 2.L6 1,29 +.73  +.05
ipiscopal 53 2,2 3.13 1.36 +.50 4.13
Other 93 3.8 2.71 1.47 +.08 +.08B
Protestant
Other and 343 14.0 2.11 1.43 -.53 ~-.36

Miasing Data

Eta= Beta= Beta=

.22 W15

.14

! 273
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31: Unadjusted deviations from grand mean
2: Deviations adjusted for family background
3: Deviations adjusted for family background

factors lusing MCA)
factors plus QT
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TABLE E-10-1

MEAN OCCUPATIONAL 2SPIRATIONS (ADJUSTED AND UNADJUSTED}
FOR EACH CATEGORY OF QUICK TEST SCORES

Grand Mean = 60,34
Grand Standard Deviation = 26.52
Deviations from
Predictor wWeighted Unadj. __Grand Mean®
Category N 2 Mean S.D. 1 2
0-31 179 9.4 39.48 25.85 -20.9 -1l6.1
92-102 336 17.7 50.72 28.29 -9.6 ~6.4
103-113 706 37.1 60.15 25.58 -2 -.1
114-224 518 27.2 70.02 21.34 +9.7 +7.0
125-150 183 8.6 73.19 20.63 +12.9 +9.0
Eta=.37 Beta=.27
TABLE £-10-3
MFAN OCCUPATIONAL ASPIRATIONS (ADJUSTED AND UNADJUSTED)
FOR EACH CATEGORY OF SOCIOECONOMIC LEVEL
Grand Mean = 60,48
Grand Standard Deviation = 26.50
Deviations from
Predlctor Weighted Unadj. Grand Mean?®
Category N B Mean  S.D. T )
1 (low) 117 6.2 39,93 26.29 -20.4 -13.8 ~10.9
2 295 15.5 48.40 27.06 -11.9 -8.4 -6.5
3 517 27.2 $7.63 26,59 =~-2.7 =-2.3 -2.2
4 496 26.1 64.37 24.35 +4.0 +2.7 +2.3
S 274 14.4 72.04 20.98 +11.7 +8.0 6.5
6 (high} 145 7.6 76.66 16.94 ¢16.3 +12.6 +9.3
Missing Data 58 3.0 56.10 na -4.2 -1.2 +.8
Et - Beta= Beta=
.37 .26 .20
a

1: Unadjusted deviations from grand mean
21 Deviations adjusted for family background factors (using MCA)
3: Deviations adjusted for family background factors plus QT
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TABLE E-10-4
MEAN OCCUPATIONAL ASPIRATIONS (ADJUSTED AND UNADJUSTED)
FOR EACH CATEGORY QOF FAMILY SIZE
Grand Mean = 60,34
Grand Standard bDeviation = 26.52
peviations from
Predictor Weighted Unadj. Grand Mean?
Category N 3 Mean S.D, T 27 3
0 siblings - 104 5.5 67.32 22.52 +7.0 +4.6 +2.%6
1 sibling 397 20.9 68,31 23.17 +8.0 +4.5 +3.1
2 siblings 424 22.3 64.54 25.18 +4.2 +1.5 +1,2
3 siblings 361 19,0 59,57 26.42 -.8 -.2 +.4
4 siblings 246 12.9 54.89 27.59 -5,5 <-3,6 =-3.1
5 siblings 130 6.8 54.52 27.85 -5.8 =3.1 -=2.4
6 siblings 92 4.8 47.25 29,03 =-13.1 -7.6 *~5.7
7 or more 148 7.8 46.28 25.41 -14.1 -5,8 <~3.9
siblings Eta= Beta= Beta=
TABLE E-10-5 .27 .14 .10

MEAN OCCUPATIONAL ASPIRATIONS (ADJUSTED AND UNADJUSTED)
FOR EACH CATEGORY QOF FAMILY RELATIORS

Gyand Mean = 60,34
Grand Standard beviation = 26,52
Deviations from

Predictor wWeighted Unadj. Grand Mean?
Category N A _Mean_  s.0. T "2
1 (poor) 79 1.2 58.42 27.179 -1.9 -.2 -.6
2 142 7.5 49,91 27.23 -10.4 -7.2 -7.3
3 247 13.0 55,84 26,88 -4.5 -2 1 -1.8
4 388 20.4 59.84 25.90 =5 .8 =6
5 407 21.4 62,07 27,07  #1.,7 41.1 +l.1
6 3z 17.0 64.71 25.44 +4,4 +2.6 +1.8
7 209 11.0 62.91 25,20 +2.6 +42.7 +2.1
8 (good) 71 3.7 66.79 23,70 +6.4 +4.9 44.5
9 Missirjg 35 1.8 55,51 na -4.8 -L..3 -7
Data Eta= Bota= Bela=

.16 11 +10

i ¥ Unadjusted deviaticns from grand mean
2: Deviations adjusted for family background factors (using MCA)
3 Deviations adjusted for family background factors plus QT
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TABLE E-10-6

21

MEAN OCCUPATIONAL ASPIRATIONS (ADJUSTED AND UNADJUSTED)
FOR EACH CATEGORY OF RELIGIOUS PREFERENCE

Grand Mean = 60,34
Grand Standard Deviation = 26.52

Predictor Weighted Unadj.
Category N 3 Mean S.D.
Jewish 55 2.9 78.89 17.97
Catholic, 377 19.8 63.50 23.57
Orthodox

Baptist 422 22.2 55.55 28.96
Church of 124 6.5 57.00 26.45
Christ, etc.

Lutheran 150 7.9 59.55 26.48
Methodist 256 13.5 61.10 25,2%
Presbyterian 126 6.6 €4.13  26.93
Episcopal 41 2.2 71.73 20.38
Other 76 . 1.0 €61.03 26.74
Protestant

Other and 275 14.5 57.27 26.96

Missing Data

Deviations from
Grand Mean?
7
+18.6 45.7 +1.6
+3.2 42.8 +2.86

-4.8 -1.4 -.8
-3,3 -1.7 -.5

-3,1 -3.1 =3.0

Eta= Beta= Betas=
.18 .08 .07

2)1: Unadjusted deviations from grand mean
2: Deviations adjusted for family background
3: Deviations adjusted for family background

276
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TABLE E-10-7

MEAN OCCUPATIONAL ASPIRATIONS (ADJUSTED AND UNADJUSTED)
FOR EACH CATEGORY OF COMMUNITY SIZE
WLERE RESPONDENT WAS RAISED

Grand Mean = 60.34
Grand Standard Deviation = 26.52
Deviations from
pPredictor Weighted Unadj. Grand Mean?
Category  __N _ ) Mean S.D. I 2 3
Farm 221 11.6 42.48 28.23 =-17.9 -12.0 -11.4
Country, but 214 11.3 52.08 28.77 -8.3 -3.4 -3.3
not a farm
Town 526 27.7 64.61 24.35 +4.3 2.3 +2.0
Small cit, 382 20.1 61.45 24,89 +1.1 -.8 -7
Large city 533 28.0 66.03  24.13  +5.7 +4.7 +4.6
Other and 26 1.4 61.19 na +.9 -.0 -.9

Missing Data
Eta= Beta= Beta=
.29 .19 .18
TABLE E-10-8

MEAN OCCUPATIONAL ASPIRATIONS (ADJUSTED AND UNADJUSTED)
FOR EACH CATEGORY OF RACE

Grand Mean = 60.34

Grand Standard Deviation 26.52

’ Deviations from
Predictor Weighted Uradj. Grand Mean?
Cateogry N ] Mean S.D. I ] 3
all whites 1622 85.3 61.37 26.24 +1.0 -4 -1.2
Integrated 59 3.1 60.64 20.86 +.3 +4.1 +4.9
blacks
Noxthern 60 3.2 61.33 25.7h +1.0 +3.9 +5.6
segregated
blacks
Southern 123 6.5 47.14 27.29 =13.2 +1.5 +9.9
segregated
blacks
Other racial 38 2.0 57.29 26,44 -3.0 +.9 +3.7
minorities

Eta= PReta= Betas
.12 .04 12

31: Unadjusted deviations from grand mean
21 Deviations adjusted for family background factors (using M7A)
3: Deviations adjusted for family background factors plus QT
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related to Quick Test in Multiple
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corre'ated with other criteria,
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177, 182
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177t, 180, 209t
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relate.. to Quick Test in Multiple
Classification Analysis, 71-75,
72t
summary of relationships with, 197
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sions of interest)
Computer Services Facilicy of the Insti-
tute for Sccial Research, preface
Conclusions, 212-213
Confidence intervals, 217-218
Connelly, W, E., 273
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224t, 226t, 228t
Democrat §ee Yamily political pref-
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correlation, 6-7

Family background dimensjons
descriptions of, 9-28
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191-201
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221, 220t, 222t
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23t, 37t, 231-239
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related o Quick Test controlling
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related to Quick Test {n Multiple
Classification Analysis, 71-75,
72t
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15, 219-230, 220t, 222t, 224t,
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analyses)
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Gold, M., preface, 161, 164-166, 275
Golberg, L, 274
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ground, 1
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Holt, P., preface
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How Americans View Their Mental
Health, 132, 275
Human Resource Research, Center
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Iman, S., preface
Impulse to aggression, 133-1735
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242-243t
measure of, 133
related to family relations, 133,
211t
related to other affective states
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tional status, 14-15
Institute for Social Research, 121
Instruments for data collecticn, 5
Intact families, 17
Intellectual ability, interrelation-
ships amopg me: sures of, 48
Intellectual aptitudes and abilities,
45-90

Intalligence, 48 (see also Quick Test)

as a background factor and inter-
vening variable, summary of,
201-203

as a dcterminart of plans and as-
piratfons, 174-180

as an intervening variable, 86-88,
169

importance of and controversy
concerning, 45-46

se'i-concept of, 92

versus other background predic-
tors of aelf-concept of 5choo)
ability, 102-103

Internal contrel, 147-150

correlated with other criteria,
242-243t

measure of, 147-148

related to ambitious job attitudes,
148

related to broken home, 148t

related to community size, 149t

related to family political prefer-
ence, 143t

related to family relations, 148,
149t, 211t

retated to mumber of siblings, 145t

related to Quick Test of intelli-
gence, 148, 145t, 209t

related to race, 148-159, 14ut

related to religious preference,
1491

related to self-esteem, 148

related to soclal values, 148

related to socloeconomic level,
148, 149t, 209t

stability of measure, 206t

used as a "validating criterfon”

for SEL, measure, 221-; 10, 223t,

224t, 226t, 228t
Interpersonal aggression, 164

Interpersonal relationships with par-
ents, 17-18, 33 (see also Family
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Iniervening variable, 86-88
Interview, &
Irritability, 131
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Jennings, M. K., preface, 150, 275
Jewisb respondents, 22 (se¢ also Re-
ligfous preference)
political knowledge, 158, 159t
self-esteem levels, 128, 125t
trust in government, 152-153, 153t
trust in people, 152-153, 153t
Job attitudes (see Ambitious job atti~
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corzi-glated with other criteria, 242-
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description of, 48
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reiated to Quick Test, 49t, 85-88,
209t
related to race, 85-88, 85t
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88, 85t, 209t
stability of scores over time, 206t
Job that doesn't bug me, preference
for (see Ambitious job attitudes)
Job that pays off, prefrrence for (see
Ambitious job attitudes)
Johnston, J., preface, 174. 275
Johnston, L. D., preface, 273, 274, 27¢
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Matrices test, 47-48

used a8 a "validating criterion" for

SEL measure, 221-230, 223t,
224t, 226t, 228t

MCA (see Multiple Classification
Analysis)

Mednick, M. T., preface, 25, 26, 46,
48, 76, 273, 274, 276

Methodist, 22 (se¢ also Religious
preference)

Miljue, R. C., 276

Minority groups (>2¢ Jewish respond-
ents, Racial subgroups)

Mood, A, M., 274

Morgan, J. N,, 62, 273

Mother's occupational status, 219-221

Motives, 105-119

Motivation toward school (see Posi-
tive schonl attitudes, Wegative
school attitudes)

Multiple Classification Analysis, 62-
5

summary of basic characteristics

of, 68-70

Multiple R, as an output feature of
Multiple Classification Analysis,
70

Multi-stage sampling, 4

Multivariate analyses of background
factors and test scores, 56-75

cPartland, J., 274

. Nature versus aurture, 1

Kahn, R. L., preface, 111, 12, 273,
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Katz, 1., 114

Kindness, 137-138

Kish, L., preface, 217-218, 275
Klinger, M. R. B., 137, 275
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Lao, R. C., 275
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Longitudinal analyses, 202-212
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erence)

Navarro, H., preface
Need for self-development, 111-114
correlated with other criteria,
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related o family relations, 114,
211t
related to Quick Test of intelli-
gence, 114, 209t
related to socioeconomic level,
114, 209t
stability of measure, 206t
Need for self-utilization, 111-114
correlated with other criterta,
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114, 209t

stability of measure. 206t
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242-240t

measure of,~115-116

related to broken Same, 117t
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related to family political prefer-
ence, 117t ~.

related to family relations, 116- -

119, 117, 211t
related to nutuber of siblings, 117t
related to Quick Test of intelli-
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related to race, 116, 117t
related to religious preference,
117t
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116, 117t
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Nezative affective states, 122t, 131-
132
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132, 211t
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gence, 132, 209t
related to socioeconomic level,
209t
stabllity of measure, 206t
Negative school attitudes, 106-113
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242-243
measure of, 106-108, 108t
related to broken bome, 110
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related to family political prefer-
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Personal control factor, 150
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differences in Quick Test scores)

related to criteria at three points
in time, 208-210, 209t

related to region ard race, 76-178,
7t

summary of relationships with,
201-202

used as a 'validating criterfon" for
SEL measure, 221-230, 225t
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as an output feature of Multiple
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summary of, 197-201
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